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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES consideration, subject to the will of the 
Senate. 

Very shortly, Mr. President, we shall 
again be engaged in a national political 
campaign. Failure to act on legislative 
proposals in this field can but be inter
preted by the public as disinterest on the 
part of the Senate in any bona fide effort 
to improve the situation. I urge, Mr. 
President, that there be no further delay 
in the consideration of legislation vital 
to the preservation of our democratic 
representative form of government. 

STATEHOOD FOR ALASKA 
Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, on pre

vious occasions I have addressed myself 
to the question of statehood for Alaska, 
and have given at some length my rea
sons for feeling that the admission of 
Alaska to the Union is vital to the in
terests of the country. 

These are urgent hours for the cause 
of Alaskan statehood, and the fate of 
statehood for Alaska now hangs in the 
balance. 

The House of Representatives is now 
considering a bill under an extraordinary 
procedure. Owing to that fact, and to 
the fact t:b.at the Republican leadership 
in the House of Representatives has 
taken a position which I regard as ad
verse to the bill and as d ifferent from 
that officially taken by the Republican 
Party and publicly taken by the Presi
dent of the United States in the formal 
endorsement he has given to the state
hood cause, I had delivered to the Presi
dent this afternoon a letter which I shall 
read into the REcoRD. The letter is as 
follows: 

MAY 21, 1958. 
The PRESIDENT, 

The White House. 
Ma. PRESIDENT: Statehood for Alaska is a 

part of the platform of the Republican Party 
as it is of the Democratic Party. Secretary 
of Interior Fred A. Seaton, a member of your 
official family, has effectively and forthrightly 
worked for statehood legislation and has re
flected great credit upon your administration 
1n these efforts. 

On April 12, 1957, I wrote you about state
hood, stating my fear that "unless you ac
tively undertake to support your endorse
ment with the full potential of your high 
office" statehood would fail. 

A blll to admit Alaska to the Union is now 
the pending business of the House of Repre
sentatives. I am disturbed to note that the 
leadership of your party in that body has 
not supported your position with respect to 
taking up this bill, and I fear now, as I 
feared in April 1957, that your determined 
and persistent support is requisite for suc
cess of this struggle. 

I hope that the American citizens in 
Alaska, so long denied statehood, may re
ceive this support now. Next week may be 
too late. 

Respectfully, 
FRANK CHURCH. 

ENROLLED BILLS PRE$ENTED 

The Secretary of the Senate reported 
that on today, May 21, 1958, he pre
sented to the President of the United 
States the following enrolled bills: 

S. 728. An act to authorize the acquisi
tion of certain property in square 724 in the 
District of Columbia for the purpose of ex
tension of the site of the additional office 

building for the United States Senate or 
for the purpose of addition to the United. 
States Capitol Grounds; 

S. 847. An act to amend the act of June 
5, 1944, relating to the construction, opera
tion, and maintenance of Hungry Horse 
Dam, Mont.; 

S. 2557. An act to amend the act grant
ing the consent of Congress to the negotia
tion of certain compacts by the States of 
Nebraska, Wyoming, and South Dakota in 
order to extend the time for such negotia-
tion: , 

S. 2813. An act to provide for certain 
credits to the Salt . River Valley Water 
Users' Association and the Salt River Project 
Agricultural Improvement and Power Dis
trict in consideration of the transfer to the 
Government of property in Phoenix, Ariz.; 

S. 3087. An act to provide for the estab
lishment of Fort Clatsop National Memorial 
in the State of Oregon, and for other pur
poses; and 

S. 3371. An act to amend the act of Au
gust 25, 1916, to increase the period for 
which concessionaire leases may be granted 
under that act from 20 years to 30 years. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I move 

that the Senate adjourn unti112 o'clock 
noon tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 6 
o'clock and 55 minutes p. m.) the Senate 
adjourned until tomorrow, Thursday, 
May 22, 1958, at 12 o'clock meridian. 

NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by the 

Senate May 21, 1958: 
COAST AND GEODETIC SURVEY 

Subject to qualifications provided by law, 
the following for permanent appointment to 
the -grades indicated in the Coast and Geo
detic Survey: 

To be lieutenants (junior grade) 
La.wrence L. Seal Dale V. Bedenkop 
Larry H. Clark Joel P. Porcher 
Allen J. Lewis Richard G. Hajec 
Vastine C. Ahlrich Wllliam A. Hughes 
G. Thomas Susi Joseph M. Rodgers 
James K. Richards James R. Schwartz 
Jordan S. Baker Verle B. Miller 
Richard H. Garnett, 

Jr. 
To be ensigns 

Richard E. Alderman Ronald L. Newsom 
James B. Allen Harvey A. Peterson · 
Karl R. Anderson Edward L. Talbot 
Lawrence S. Brown James A. TenEyck 
Charles A. Burroughs Charles K. Townsend 
David CUmmings Richard L. Turnbull 
Glenn DeGroot Ph1Uip W. Ward 
Wesley V. Hull J. Dunston Wingfield, 
Frederick A. Ismond Jr. 
Arthur C. Korn David I. Wolsk 

CONFIRMATION 

Executive nomination confirmed by 
the Senate May 21, 1958: 

FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK BOARD 

Ira A. Dixon, of Indiana, to be a member 
of the Federal Home Loan Bank Board for 
a term of 4 years expiring June 30, 1962. 

WITHDRAWAL 
Executive nomination withdrawn from 

the Senate May 21, 1958: 

WEDNESDAY, MAY 21, 1958 
The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp, 

D. D., offered the following prayer: 

Romans 8: 31: If God be tor us, who 
can be against us? 

Eternal God, our Father, Thou art 
the wise Holy One, the supreme source 
and answer to our deepest longings and 
loftiest aspirations. 

We humbly acknowledge that the 
forces of evil, which are arrayed against 
us, are terrible but not too terrible for 
Thy divine righteousness and power. 

Thou alone can'st lift our minds and 
hearts out of the darkest fears and lead 
us -into the light and liberty of Thy 
presence and peace. 

Inspire us with a greater faith in the 
coming of the golden age when weary 
and heavy laden humanity shall find 
their rest in Thee. 

Hear us in the name of our blessed 
Lord. Amen. 

The Journal of the proceedings of 
yesterday was read and ·approved. 

DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR APPRO
PRIATION BILlr-CONFERENCE RE
PORT 

Mr. KIRWAN submitted a conference 
report and statement on the bill (H. R. 
10746) making appropriations for the 
Department of the Interior and related 
agencies. 

CALL OF THE HOUSE 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. Speaker, I make 
the point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. Evide~?-tly no quo
rum is present. 
· Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I move 

a call of the House. 
A call of the House was ordered. 
The Clerk called the roll, and the 

following Members failed to answer to 
their names: 

Buckley 
Burdick 
Carnahan 
Christopher 
Cla.rk 
Colmer 
Davis, Tenn. 
Dent 
Dies 
Dowdy 
Durham 
Eberharter 
Engle 
Fascell 

[Roll No. 61J 
Fenton 
Granahan 
Gregory 
Gross 
Hays, Ark. 
Henderson 
Hillings 
James 
Jenkins 
Kearney 
Knutson 
Lennon 
Morris 
Nimtz 

.Powell 
Radwan 
Rivers 
Scott, N.c. 
Scott, Pa. 
Sheppard 
Shuford 
Sieminski 
Spence 
Steed 
Trimble 
Watts 
Wlllls 
Wilson, Cali!. 

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall, 386 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum. 

By unanimous consent, further pro
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 

ADMISSION . OF ALASKA INTO THE 
UNION 

PosTMAsTER Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, by dl-
Dorls Opal Garner to be postmaster at rection of the Committee on Interior 

Van Horn, in the State of Texas. and Insular Affairs and pursuant to rule 
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XI, clause 20, I move that the· House re':" 
solve itself into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union 
for the consideration of the bill <H. R. 
7999) to provide for the admission of the 
State of Alaska into the Union; and 
pending that motion, Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that general debate 
be-limited to 2 days, one-half to be con
trolled by the gentleman from Nebraska 
[Mr. MILLER] and one-half by the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. O'BRIEN]. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Colo
rado [Mr. AsPINALL] to limit general 
debate on the bill? 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, I desire 
to submit a point of order. 

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman 
object to the unanimous consent request 
as to the division of the time? 

Mr. MASON. Mr. Speaker, I object. 
Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 

I object. 
Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, I want 

to submit a point of order at this time 
that the bill is not privileged and, there
fore, the motion that the House resolve 
itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union is not 
in order at this time. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will hear 
the gentleman. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, if this 
bill, H. R. 7999, is privileged at all, it is 
privileged under clause 20 of rule XI, 
authorizing the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs to bring in a bill for 
admission of a new State. It must con
form in every respect to the rule, or its 
privilege is destroyed. 

But, Mr. Speaker, this bill contains 
matter that is not privileged and under 
the very familiar rule with which all of 
us are thoroughly cognizant, the ·pres
ence of unprivileged matter in a bill de
stroys the privilege of the bill. This 
bill carries provisions which are not 
privileged and, therefore, the entire bill 
is unprivileged and the committee has 
no authority to bring it to the floor at 
this time or in this manner. 

For example, Mr. Speaker, the bill, 
although reported out by a legislative 
committee, carries appropriations. 

Lines 9 to 17 provide for payment of 
moneys, which under title 16, United 
States Code, section 631 <e), would other
wise be covered into the Public Treasury. 
Lines 3 to 8 of page 8 of the bill provide 
for payment to "said State" of certain 
proceeds which otherwise, under title 48, 
United States Code, section 306, would go 
into miscellaneous receipts of the Treas
ury. Section 28 (a) of the bill requires 
the payment to the Treasury of Alaska 
of funds which otherwise would be de
posited in the Treasury of the United 
states, titie 48, United States Code, sec
tion 439. And on the last page of the bill 
lines 7 to 11 require payment of Federal 
funds to the State of Alaska. 

I am certain that no one on this floor 
will deny that these provisions are 
wholly without privilege and under the 
rules of the House have no place in any 
legislative bill. One unprivileged matter 
in a privileged bill destroys the privilege 
of the entire bill. Any one of these un
privileged provisions destroys any privi-

lege the bill might otherwise possess. 
That is self-evident. This is clearly ap
propriating language and is, therefore, 
not in order on a legislative bill. 

It will be argued, Mr. Speaker, possibly 
in the citation which has just been laid 
before the Speaker that under the rule 
giving privilege to certain bills reported 
from the Committee on Interior and In
sular Affairs, nonprivileged matters in
cluded as necessary to the accomplish
ment of the purpose for which privilege 
is given are in order. But note, Mr. 
Speaker, the significant word "neces
sary." Any such nonprivileged material, 
in order to qualify under this decision, 
must be necessary-must be necessary 
to the accomplishment of the purpose 
of the bill. 

Conversely, under the same rule, Mr. 
Speaker, matters which are not privi
leged and which are not necessary to the 
accomplishment of the purpose destroy 
the privilege of the bill. And again I 
emphasize the word "necessary." 

Are any of these unprivileged pro
visions-or all of them-necessary? Are 
they necessary to the act of admission? 
Are they essentially accessory? Are all 
of them-or any one of them-neces
sary? Are they necessary in order to 
confer statehood under this bill? 

Mr. Speaker no one can successfully 
contend that any of them are necessary 
in order to accomplish the purpose of the 
bill. 

Therefore, it follows that being un
privileged-which no one will deny
and not being necessary to accomplish 
the act--which no one will affirm-they 
destroy the privilege of this bill and it 
cannot be brought to the floor by the 
Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs under the rule cited by the gentle
man here this afternoon. 

Page after page in this bill can be cited 
in which there are unprivileged · matters 
and which cannot be admitted under the 
theory that they are incident to the 
accomplishment of the purpose; that 
they are accessory to the purpose which 
the bill purports to accomplish. 

I hope I may have the attention of the 
Speaker who has looked all along as if 
he had made up his mind and was not 
going to change it. I trust he will give 
attention with an open mind. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask you: Who is there 
who will say here this afternoon that the 
making of all these appropriations and
the many other unprivileged provisions 
embodied in this reprehensible bill are 
necessary-necessary, Mr. Speaker-to 
the purpose of conferring statehood as 
provided by this bill? 

There are many other nonprivileged 
provisions of the bill that might be 
cited-although they are incident
which are not necessary to the accom
plishment of the objective from which the 
bill would otherwise derive its privilege; 
and being unprivileged the rule and the
precedents conversely make this bill un
privileged. 

This is an iniquitous bill. It is loaded 
with unprivileged matter-matter wholly 
unnecessary to the accomplishment of 
the act of conferring statehood. And 
it seeks to give away under guise of a 
privileged bill such vast amounts of 

property as have never been given away 
in the history of the admission of any 
State to the Union. And for that reason, 
because they are unprivileged and be":" 
cause they are not necessary to accom
plishment of the privileged purposes of 
the bill, this whole bill is unprivileged 
and this committee has no right to re
port it to the House at this time. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Colorado [Mr. AsPINALL] is recognized. 

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, speak
ing in opposition to the position taken. 
by the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
CANNON], who is known for his great tal
ent in such matters as this, I wish to 
state first that this bill is brought up at 
this time under rule XI, clause 20, of the 
Rules of the House of Representatives. 
This particular area is of jurisdiction 
now given to the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs and not to the Com
mittee on Public Lands. It is under that 
rule that we proceed today. 

The gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
. CANNON] has made two objections to the 

bringing up of the bill at this time. One 
is that this is not an admission hill, and 
the second is that it contains unprivi
leged matters. 

Mr. Speaker, the objection that the 
bill is not an admission b-ill and, there
fore, could not qualify under the rule I 
have cited is not tenable. H. R. 7999 is 
the last step in the Congressional proc
ess. No further action by the House will 
be required. All that _is required is an 
election by which the qualified voters of 
Alaska agree to accept the boundaries of 
the State as fixed in. H. R. 7999, and con
sent to the various reservations of rights 
and powers as set out in the bill. If~ as 
expected, the election is in favor of this 
proposition, the President will so pro
claim. 

The pattern set out in the bill in this 
respect is very similar to that which has 
been employed in other admission cases. 
The provision of rule XI, with which we 
are here concerned, was first adopted in 
1890. 

The best index that we have to its 
meaning and proper construction is what 
the Congress was familiar with at the 
time of its first adoption. 

Twenty-nine States were admitted to 
the Union after its formation and before 
1890. Nine of these were in the period 
1860 to 1889. Of these 9 only 1, Kan
sas in 1861, was a simple, complete, out
right admission. In all other eight cases,. 
West Virginia, Nebraska, Nevada, Colo
rado, North Dakota, South Dakota, Mon
tana, and Washington, Congressional ac
tion was completed in the same way as 
provided in H. R. 7999 · for Alaska, but 
it was left to the President to proclaim 
that the conditions attached to the ad
mission had been met by the local elec
torate or the local legislature. 

These nine cases were those with which 
the Members of the 51st Congress were 
most familiar when they voted on the 
adoption of the rule with which we are 
now concerned. It makes little sense 
to say that . they adopted a rule which 
did not cover 8 of the 9 admissions that 
had occurred in the immediately preced
ing years. rt makes no sense to say that 
the 51st Congress regarded the bills 
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which laid the groundwork for admitting 
these States as not being admission bills. 

This is the background of rule XI, 
clause 20. We would be doing ourselves 
and our predecessors an injustice to urge 
that H. R. 7999 does not come within 
the privilege granted by it. 

In answer to the gentleman's second 
objection, an examination of the bill will 
dispel that it contains so-called unprivi
leged matter which would permit a point 
of order to be upheld. 

Moreover, I call attention to section 
4637 in volume 4 of Hinds' Precedents 
where it is made clear that: 

The rule giving privilege to reports from 
the Committee on Public Lands (a predeces
sor of the present Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs) permits the including of 
matters necessary to accomplishment of the 
purposes for which privilege is given. 

I call attention also to Mr. Speaker 
Reed's observation in dealing with an
other bill--

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will yield, I hope the gentle
man will emphasize the word "neces
sary"--

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, I refuse 
to yield. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Colorado ha.s not yielded yet. 

Mr. ASPI£\ALL. Mr. Speaker, I call 
attention also Mr. Speaker Reed's ob
servation dealing with another bill re
ported from the same committee-
volume IV, section 4638-that the provi
sion giving privilege to its reports "has 
always had a liberal construction." 

And I point out tha,t our committee is 
given the same latitude in reporting "bills 
for the admission of new States" that the 
Committee on Ways and Means is given 
with respect to "bills raising revenue." 

Mr. Speaker Longworth said with re
spect to the latter-volume VIII, sec
tion 2284: 

I! a major feature of a bill reported from 
- the Ways and Means Committee relates to 

revenue the bill is privileged, and matters 
accompanying the blll not strictly raising 
revenue but incidental to its main purpose 
do not destroy this privilege. 

The reason for all this is obvious. 
The privilege is not to be whittled away 
by a niggardly approach to it. It has 
been granted for a purpose and it must 
be read with that purpose in mind. The 
purpose is to permit consideration of · 
matters o! transcendent importance to 
be expedited, to prevent them from be
ing bottled up behind matters of less 
consequence, and to assure that they 
are not defeated through sheer inability 
to move the machinery which is an 
inescapable part of the legislative proc
ess for run-of-the-mine bills. 

Let us look at H. R. 7999 in the light 
of the pronouncements I quoted before, 
in the light of the usual requirements 
of germaneness and relevancy, and in 
the light of the standard contents of 
bills for the admission of new States to 
the Union. 

To put the matter briefly, H. R. 7999 
covers three subjects: 

First. Those describing the territorial 
boundaries of the new State; providing 
that its constitution shall always be re
publican in form and consonant with 

the Constitution of the United States 
and the Declaration of Independence; 
and setting out the procedural steps to 
be followed before the President pro
claims its admission to the Union. 

Second. Those providing, so to speak, 
the new State's dowry, and requiring it 
to disclaim any right, title or interest 
in any Federal property which is not 
given to it. 

And may I call the Speaker's attention 
to the fact that the State of Wyoming 
was admitted under the same privileged 
rule, although the bill admitting the 
Territory of Wyoming to statehood pro
vided means of appropriation and pro
vided that 5 percent of the proceeds 
from the sale of public lands should go 
to the State. The Wyoming bill appro
priated $30,000 to defray the cost of a 
State constitutional convention. 

In other words, the question of appro
priation may be a question of degree, 
but it does not destroy the privileged 
right that the bill has. 

Third. Those that will provide for a 
smooth transition from the status of Ter
ritory to that of State, namely, (a) the 
continued effectiveness of already 
enacted laws until they are displaced by 
other legislation; (b) the nonabatement 
of pending litigation and causes of ac
tion; (c) the continuation in office of of
ficials until new ones are chosen and the 
holding of the first election of the new 
State's Congressional delegation; (d) the 
adjustment of certain Federal statutes to 
the new status of Alaska-for example, 
the statutes dealing with the judicial 
system, the Federal Reserve System, and 
immigration and nationality matters. 

Some of these may differ in degree, but 
they do not differ in kind from the many 
earlier bills for the admission of States. 
All of these provisions, I contend, are 
completely germane to the subject of 
Alaska as a State. 

Mr. Speaker, there are other data and 
precedents which I might offer for the 
purpose of showing that many of the 
various provisions in former bills are in
cluded in this bill; that there are, in fact, 
some new provisions in this bill, but it is 
simply because of the fact that Alaska is 
now asking for statehood at a later time 
when these provisions are germane to 
any bill proposing statehood. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to be heard for a moment on this. 

Mr. Speaker, it does not appear that 
in any of those cases that were cited 
by the gentleman from Colorado this 
question that he has raised with refer
ence to the things that might be in
cluded was raised or ruled on in a priv
ileged bill of this character. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill contains, as the 
gentleman from Missouri has so ably 
said, numbers of appropriations. For 
instance, on page 7, commencing on line 
8, there is a direction annually to turn 
over to the State "70 percent of the net 
proceeds, as determined by the Secre
tary of the Interior, derived during such 
fiscal year. from all sales of sealskins or 
sea otter skins • • *." The same sort 
of thing applies to every bit of that op
eration. The bill itself contains all sorts 
of matters which are in violation of 
clause 4, rule XXI of the House, limiting 

the reporting of appropriations to the 
Committee on Appropriations. I do not 
believe that anyone could say that these 
appropriations could stay in the bill be
cause of the fact that they are being 
reported in a bill providing for state
hood. No incidentals of that character 
are allowed. 

I think perhaps the point of order 
should be supplemented with the lan
guage that "it contains appropriations," 
and that question, under clause 4, rule 
XXI, can be raised at any time. It seems 
to me that the point of order tho,t the 
gentleman from Missouri has made 
should be sustained. 

There are a very considerable number 
of decisions in section 738' of the manual 
on privileged questions. The presence 
of matter not privileged with privileged 
matter destroys the privileged character 
of the bill, and there are 7 or 8 different 
decisions, all of which sustain that posi
tion cited at that point. 

Mr. Speaker, it seems to me that this 
point of order should be sustained. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speak
er--

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman 
from Virginia desire to be heard? 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Yes, Mr. 
Speaker; I would like to be heard on the 
points of order. In the meantime, Mr. 
Speaker, I reserve all other points of 
order against the bill and I should like 
at this time to make one more point of 
order directed to the language on page 
11, line 10, which reads as follows: 

All grants made or confirmed under this 
a.ct shall include mineral deposits. 

Mr. Speaker, the question which was 
presented by the gentleman from Mis
souri [Mr. CANNON] is a very simple 
question. As a matter of fact, two points 
of order have been raised and I want to 
address myself first to the point of order 
which the gentleman from Missouri 
raised first; that is, that this bill con
tains an appropriation, and the lan
guage, therefore, is not in order in a leg
islative bill. The language reads as 
follows: 

Commencing with the year during which 
Alaska is admitted into the Union, the Sec
retary of the Treasury, at the close of each 
fiscal year, shall pay to the State of Alaska 
70 percent of the net proceeds, etc. 

That might in some minds raise the 
question of what constitutes an appro
priation. I believe the unfailing crite
rion is that any language in a bill which 
orders the payment of money from the 
Treasury without the requirement of 
further action by the Congress is un
doubtedly an appropriation. 

There are, as stated by the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. TABER], a number 
of other points in this bill of a similar 
character. But here is one where the 
appropriation is direct, where the juris-

. diction of the Committee on Appropria
tions has been clearly invaded by a legis
lative committee and the payment is di
rected immediately from the Treasury 
by the Secretary of the Treasury, and no 
further action, of course, is required on 
the part of the Congress; but it is the 
final action of the Congress in appropri
ating this money for all time in the fu
ture to be paid in annual installments. 
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Mr. Speaker, I had hoped that the 

Speaker would rule on that question first. 
I do not want to belabor the point and 
take up unnecessary time, because that 
is so obvious and so incontrovertible that 
it would seem to me we could dispose 
of that simple question first. Here is an 
appropriation. It is subject to a point 
of order. If that point of order is sus
tained, as I am sure it has to be sus
tained, then I should like to discuss with 
the Speaker the further point of order 
z·aised by the gentleman. 

I do not know whether the Speaker is 
ready to rule on that point of order or 
not, because the other one follows im
mediately behind it and I am prepared 
to discuss that, also. 

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman 
making two points of order? · 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. No, sir; the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. CANNON] 
made two points of order. There are 
two distinct points of order. One: Js 
this an appropriation contained in a leg
islative bill? If it is-and it is-then it 
is subject to a point of order and it must 
go out. 

The second point of order, Mr. 
Speaker, is that the presence of non
privileged matter in a privileged bill de
stroys not only that language but de
stroys the privilege of the bill. It does 
not destroy the bill; the bill goes on the 
calendar and the bill may be taken up 
under proper procedure. But it does de
stroy the privilege. 

Mr. Speaker, I am prepared to cite 
authority concerning which there is not 
the slightest conflict on this subject. It 
will take m,e some little time. I hope 
the Speaker, if he has any doubt on this 
question, will bear with me, because I 
have made a very complete study of that 
question. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. If I have 
that privilege, yes. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Does not 
the gentleman feel that the question of 
appropriation and some of the other 
matters relative to a statehood bill are 
minor matters and are necessarily there 
because the bill proposes to bring a new 
State into the Union; 'and naturally, to 
do that, it must have some conditions 
under which it would come into the 
Union? 

Does the gentleman feel those prac
tical matters not privileged must be a 
part of the bill if we are going to com
plete the bill successfully? 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. I would be 
glad to discuss that question. 

It is true, as the gentleman from Ne
braska so well said, that in this class of 
cases there must be some leeway. The 
only exception to the rule that I am 
laying down is that this point of order 
would not be sustained as to certain 
matters which might be essential to the 
purpose and necessary to carry out the 
purpose of making a State out of the 
Territory of Alaska, and no point is 
being made as to those things. 

For instance, Mr. Speaker, I think 
this bill necessarily invades the jurisdic
tion of nearly every standing committee 
of the House. It · was necessary to do 

so because it was essential to the cen
tral purpose of the bill. It invades the 
jurisdiction of the Committee on Bank
ing and Currency, for instance. On as 
many as 10 pages of this bill there is 
reference to various and sundry laws 
which are amended, so that it might not 
be necessary to rewrite a great number 
of laws to make them conform in mak
ing Alaska a State. 

Those things are essential to the pur
pose of the bill. But when it comes to 
paying money out of the United States 
Treasury to the State of Alaska, that is 
another thing. It could be just as good 
a State and just as complete a State 
without that language as it could be 
with it. It is not essential to make 
Alaska a State to do the unprecedented 
thing that this bill does under the point 
of order I have just raised, that is, 
grant to the State of Alaska all of the 
vast mineral rights of that vast Terri
tory, mineral rights which are vital to 
the defense of this Nation. Alaska can 
be a State without grabbing off to itself 
all of the valuable mineral rights of that 
great area. That is not essential to it. 
So that the point is very clear, Mr. 
Speaker, in the books, both Hinds' and 
Cannon's Precedents, that only those 
things which are essential to the cen
tral purpose of the act can be in order. 

Mr. Speaker, I have brought here with 
me a very eminent authority on this 
question, both Hinds' Precedents, and 
Cannon's Precedents. If the Speaker 
has any doubt on the question at all I 
should like to go into it. Let us take 
for instance section 4633 of volume IV 
of Hinds' Precedents. This was a case 
on construction of the rule giving privi
lege to this committee, which was for
merly called the Committee on Public 
Lands and which had this jurisdiction 
to report statehood bills. It states: 

The insertion of matter not privileged 
with privileged matter destroys the privi
leged character of a bill. 

So, Mr. Speaker, if an appropriation 
by the Public Lands Committee is not in 
order, if those six lines are subject to 
a point of order, then under that prece
dent the whole bill is subject to a point 
of order so far as its privileged, and only 
so far as its privileged, status is 
concerned. 

Mr. George E. Adams, of Illinois, raised 
the point of order that the bill contained 
matter not privileged, and therefore had no 
privileged character. 

The Speaker held: The Chair thinks that 
is a correct proposition: That a bill which 
contains two separate matters, one of which 
is privileged under the rules of the House 
and the other is not, is subject to the point 
of order; that ts to say, the insertion of 
matter which was not privileged destroys 
the privileged character of the other. 

I next refer to section 4640 of volume 
IV of Hinds Precedents. . . 

That was a bill brought in by the 
Committee on Accounts relative to the 
contingent fund. It included matter 
not privileged. 

The Chair held that that destroyed 
the privileged character of the bill. 

It is still a good bill. It still can go 
on the calendar. It can still be taken 
up when the House so desires, but it 
does not have the privilege. 

Mr. Speaker, there are so many of 
these citations that I think rather than 
trespass on the time of the Speaker, I 
will just read the memorandum that I 
have on it, and I can go into them fur
ther in each case, if it is necessary, But, 
I do not want to delay the consideration 
of this matter. 

In volume 8 of Cannon's Precedents- · 
Cannon's Precedents by the way are the 
Precedents written by the distinguished 
gentleman from Missouri who raised this 
point of order. 

The resolution enlarging the powers and 
increasing the duties of a standing committee 
through the employment of a clerk to be paid 
from the contingent fund was held not to be 
within the privilege given the Committee on 
Accounts to report at any time. 

Then, the decision goes on to say, and 
this is repetition, but it runs all through 
the books and you will not find one single 
Precedent in any of Hinds' Precedents or 
Cannon's Precedents that is contrary to 
what I am reading to you now. It says: 

A resolution against which a point of order 
has been sustained is no longer before the 
House and amendments therefore are not in 
order, 

Paragraph 2302 of volume 8 of Can
non's Precedents: 

A resolution fixing salaries Of House em
ployees was held not privileged when re
ported by the Committee on Accounts. 

Volume 8 of Cannon's Precedents, par
agraph · 2297: 

Privilege conferred on bills reported by 
the Committee on Printing is confined to 
provisions for printing for the two Houses, 
and an appropriation for such purpose de
stroys the privilege of the bill. 

In volume 8, paragraph 2300: 
Unprivileged matter in a resolution other

wise privileged vitiates the privilege of such 
resolution. 

In Hinds' Precedents · IV, paragraph 
4622: 

In exercising the right to report at any 
time, committees may not include matters 
not specified by the rule as within the 
privilege. 

In Hinds' IV, paragraph 4623, we 
find this language: 

The text of a bill containing nonprivileged 
matter, privilege may not be created by a 
committee amendment in the nature of a 
substitute not containing the nonprivileged 
matter. 

In Hinds' IV, paragraph 4624, we find: 
The including of matter not privileged de

stroys the privileged character of a bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I listened with great in
terest here to the distinguished gentle
man from Colorado in reply to the point 
of order made by the gentleman from 
Missouri. There is nothing in his argu
ment that in anywise is contrary to or 
in conflict with · the authorities I have 
cited to the Speaker. 

May I just conclude with this state
ment, Mr. Speaker, that this and other 
items in this bill are clearly appropria
tions on a legislative bill. As appropri
ations on a legislative bill, they are sub
ject to a point of order without any 
question of doubt. I know the zealous
ness with which the Speaker, who has 
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been Speaker longer than any other man 
who ever occupied the Chair, as I say, 
I know his zealousness in preserving the 
integrity of the rules of the House. To 
rule that an order for the payment of 
money out of the Treasury, an appropri
ation, is in order on a legislative bill 
strikes the very foundation from under 
the rules of the House that have gov
erned the House for 150 years. I am 
sure it must be obvious to the Speaker 
and to the membership .that it is an ap
propriation and it is therefore subject 
to a point of order. 

Objection has been made to it on that 
ground, and it simply is not in order. 
When we have disposed of that point of 
order, of course the other point of order 
naturally arises, which is equally well 
established by all the precedents written 
by Hinds and by Cannon from the begin
ning of parliamentary law in this coun
try down to date. They hold that the 
presence of nonprivileged matter in a 
privileged bill, while it does not destroy 
the bill itself it does destroy this privi
leged status. 

Mr. O'BRIEN of New York. Mr. 
Speaker, I hesitate to inject myself into 
the discussion which so far has been 
confined to experts in the parliamentary 
field, but as the discussion developed 
there did come down to the nonexperts 
in this Chamber the fairly obvious fact 
that all of these attacks by these dis
tinguished gentlemen have not been 
aimed primarily at the bill itself but at 
rule· 11, clause 20. If the Speaker is to 
accept the extremely narrow limitation 
which would be imposed by those gen
tlemen, it would be impossible in mod
ern times ever to bring a statehood bill 
to this fioor under rule 11, clause 20, be
cause we would have to have a rule, un
less we were willing to come to the fioor 
with a meaningless scrabble, without any 
appropriation, without any provision for 
the land. So, Mr. Speaker, I contend 
the attack is not upon the status of the 
bill itself but upon rule 11~ clause 20. 

The SPEAKER. Unless some other 
Members desire to be heard, the Chair 
is ready to rule. 

The Chair was not notified by anyone 
that a ' point of order would be made 
against consideration of this bill; but 
anticipating that such a point of order 
would be made, the Chair, in cempany 
with the Parliamentarian of the House, 
has made a research of decisions of 
Speakers heretofore. 

The Chair might say at this point that 
some of the decisions cited here do not 
apply to a statehood bill, and if there is 
a remedy that remedy would be in Com
mittee of the Whole. 

The Chair has thoroughly considered 
this matter, and trusts everyone believes, 
as the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. 
SMITH] so kindly said, that this occu
pant of the chair, after long experience 
in the House and quite some experience 
in this position, believes in the integrity 
of the rules of the House and intends at 
all times to do his best to preserve and 
defend them. 

Clause 20 of rule 11 provides in part 
as follows: 

The following named committees shall 
have leave to report at any time: committee 

on Interior and Insular Affairs, bills for the 
admission of a new State. 

The admission of a new State into the 
Union is not the question here. 

The question, here presented, is one 
of procedure. 

The history of the rule may be found 
in volume IV of Hinds' Precedents, sec- · 
tion 4621. It is stated in that section 
that in the revision of the rules of 1890 
privileged status was given to certain 
reports from the Committees on Rules, 
Territories, and Invalid Pensions. 

In the 52d Congress the privilege of 
the Committee on Territories was 
dropped, but in the 54th and 55th Con
gresses the privilege was again restored 
to the Committee on Territories to report 
bills providing for the admission of new 
States. That privilege accorded to the 
Committee on Territories was continued 
in the standing rules of the House until 
1947 when, under the Legislative Re
organization Act, the jurisdiction of the 
old Committee on Territories was given 
to the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs, and that privilege continues un
til the present date. 

It is interesting to note that the bill 
providing for the admission of the Terri
tory of Wyoming as a State was reported 
in 1890 as a privileged bill. No question 
of order was raised as to its privileged 
status. 

The bill providing for the admission 
of the Territory of Utah as a State was 
reported to the 53d Congress by filing 
with the Clerk, inasmuch as the privi
leged status given to the Committee on 
Territories did not exist in the 52d and 
53d Congresses. 

The bill providing for the admission 
of the Territory of Idaho as a State was 
reported during the 51st Congress by 
delivery to the Clerk, inasmuch as the 
Committee on Territories at that time 
did not enjoy the privilege of reporting 
a bill at any time. 

The bill providing for the admission 
of the Territory of Oklahoma as a State 
was reported as privileged from the 
Committee on Territories, and no ques
tion of order was raised as to the privi
leged status. 

Bills providing for the admission of the 
Territories of Arizona and New Mexico 
as States were reported in the 61st Con
gress as privileged by the Committee on 
Territories. 

In the 62d Congress the joint resolu
tion providing for the admission of the 
Territories of Arizona and New Mexico 
as States was reported as privileged, 
called up as privileged, and passed under 
the provisions of the rule giving privi
leged status to certain committees tore
port at any time as now provided in 
clause 20 of rule XI. 

It is contended that in the exercising 
of the right to report at any time com
mittees may not include matters not 
specified by the rule within the privilege. 

Mr. Speakers Carlisle, Reed, and Long
worth had on various occasions to pass 
upon phases of this question, although 
they did not pass specificaiiy on the 
question of the privilege of the Com
mittee on Territories with respect to 
bills providing for the admission of new 
States. · 

In 1888, Mr. Speaker Carlisle-Hinds' 
Precedents, volume IV, section 4637-
held that the rule giving privilege to 
reports from the Committee on Public 
Lands permits the including of matters 
necessary to accomplishment of the 
purpose for which privilege is given. 

That would be the reply to a great 
deal of the argument that has been 
made as to the germaneness of this 
matter. 

Mr. Speaker Reed, in 1896-Hinds' 
Precedents, volume IV, section 4638-in 
passing upon a similar question stated: 

The Chair thinks that this provision has 
always had a liberal construction, and will 
decide that it is a privileged matter. 

Mr. Speaker Longworth, in 1927~Can
non's Precedents, voiume VIII, section 
2280-in passing upon the privilege of 
the Committee on Ways and Means to 
report at any time, stated: 

If a major feature of a bill reported from 
the Ways and Means Committee relates to 
revenue the bill Is privileged. 

This bill relates to the admission of a 
new State into the Union. 

And matters accompanying the bill
Further quoting Mr. Longworth-

not strictly raising revenue but Incidental to 
its main purpose do not destroy this privi
lege. 

The bill before us is one to provide for 
the admission of the State of Alaska into 
the Union. Upon a close examination of 
the bill it will be found that all of the 
provisions contained therein are neces
sary for the accomplishment of that 
objective. It may be argued that some 
of them are incidental to the main pur
pose, but as long as they tend toward the 
accomplishment of that end, such inci
dental purposes do not destroy the priv~
lege of the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs to report and call up the 
pending bill. 

It may be said, therefore, that where 
the major feature-and the Chair hopes 
the Members will listen to this-that 
where the major feature of the bill re
lates to the admission of a new State, 
lesser provisions incidental thereto do 
not destroy its privilege when reported 
by the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs, and, therefore, for these and 
many other reasons, the Chair overrules 
the point of order. 

The question is on the motion offered 
by the gentleman from Colorado that 
the House resolve itself into the Com
mittee of the Whole. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
I raise the· question of consideration and 
demand a vote on the question of con
sideration. 

The SPEAKER. The question of con
sideration, the Chair is informed, can
not be raised against the motion. 
That is decided on the motion itself. 
The Members will vote on whether or 
not they are going to consider this bill, 
if they ask for a rollcall. The question 
now is on the motion offered by the 
gentleman from Colorado. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. May "I sub
mit a parliamentary inquiry, Mr. 
Speaker? 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman may. 
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Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Under what 

circumstances can the question of con
sideration be raised? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair tried to 
say a moment ago that it cannot be 
raised against the motion to go into the 
Committee of the Whole, because that 
is tantamount to consideration, and the 
House will have an opportunity to vote 
on that motion. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. In other 
words, if we demand a vote on that 
question, then that will be tantamount 
to raising the question of consideration? 

The SPEAKER. That is correct. 
The question is on the motion offered 

by the gentleman from Colorado. 
Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Speaker, on that 

I demand the yeas and nays. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The question was taken; and there 

were-yeas 217, nays 172, not voting, 40, 
as follows: 

Addonizio 
Albert 
Allen, Calif. 
Anderson, 

Mont. 
Anfuso 
Ashley 
Aspinall 
Ayres 
Bailey 
Baker 
Baldwin 
Baring 
Barrett 
Bass, N.H. 
Bass, Tenn. 
Beckworth 
Bennett, Fla. 
Bentley 
Ber:ry 
Blatnik 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bolling 
Boyle 
Bray 
Breeding 
Brooks, Tex. 
Broomfield 
Brown, Mo. 
Brownson 
Byrd 
Byrne, Ill. 
Byrne, Pa. 
Canfield 
Carrigg 
Celler 
Chamberlain 
Chelf 
Chenoweth 
Christopher 
Church 
Clark 
Coad 
Coffin 
Collier 
Corbett 
Cunningham, 

Iowa 
Curtin 
Curtis, Mo. 
Dawson, Ill. 
Dawson, Utah 
Dellay 
Dennison 
Denton 
Diggs 
Ding ell 
Dixon 
Dollinger 
Dooley 
Dorn,N. Y. 
Doyle 
Dwyer 
Eberharter 
Edmondson 
Evins 
Fa lion 
Farbst ein 
Fascell 
Feighan 
Fino 
Flood 

[Roll No. 62] 
YEA8-217 

Fogarty 
Forand 
Ford 
Frelinghuysen 
Friedel 
Fulton 
Garmatz 
Glenn 
Gordon 
Gray 
Green, Oreg. 
Green, Pa. 
Griffin . 
Griffiths 
Hagen 
Hale 
Haskell 
Hays, Ohio 
Healey 
Hebert 
Heselton 
Hill 
Holifield 
Holland 
Holmes 
Holtzman 
Horan 
Hyde 
Ikard 
Jarman 
Jensen 
Johnson 
Jones, Mo. 
Judd 
Karsten 
Kearns 
Keating 
Kee 
Kelly, N.Y. 
Keogh 
King 
Kirwan 
Kluczynski 
Knox 
Krueger . 
Laird 
Lane 
Lankford 
Lesinski 
Libonati 
Lipscomb 
Loser 
McCarthy 
McCormack 
McFall 
McGovern 
Machrowicz 
Mack, Ill. 
Mack, Wash. 
Madden 
Magnuson 
Mailliard 
Marshall 

. May 
Meader 
Merrow 
Metcalf 
Miller, Calif. 
Miller, Nebr. 
Mills 
Montoya 
Morano 
Morgan 

Morrison 
Moss 
Moulder 
Multer 
Natcher 
Nimtz 
Norblad 
O 'Brien, Ill. 
O 'Brien, N.Y. 
O'Hara, Ill. 
O'Konski 
Osmers 
Passman 
Patterson 
Pelly 
Perkins 
Pfost 
Polk 
Porter 
Price 
Prouty 
Quie 
Rabaut 
Reece, Tenn. 
Reuss 
Rhodes, Ariz. 
Rhodes,Pa. 
Riehlman 
Robison, N.Y. 
Robsion, Ky. 
Rodino 
Rogers, Colo. 
Rooney 
Roosevelt 
Santangelo 
Saund 
Saylor 
Scott, Pa. 
Seely-Brown 
Sheehan 
Shelley 
Sisk 
Smith, Calif. 
Spence 
Staggers 
Steed 
Sullivan 
Talle 
Taylor 
Teague, Calif. 
Teague, Tex. 
Teller 
Tewes 
Thompson, N.J. 
Thompson, Tex. 
Thomson, Wyo. 
Thornberry 
Tollefson 
Udall 
Ullman 
Vanik 
VanZandt 
Vorys 
Walter 
Weaver 
Westland 
Widnall 
Wier 
Wright 
Yates 
You:qg 
Zablocki 
Zelenko 

Abbitt 
Abernethy 
Adair 
Alexander 
Alger 
Allen, Ill. 
Andersen, 

H. Carl 
Andrews 
Arends 
Ashmore 
Avery 
Barden 
Bates 
Baumhart 
Bea mer 
Becker 
Belcher 
Bennett, Mich. 
Betts 
Blitch 
Bolton 
Bonner 
Bosch 
Boykin 
Brooks, La. 
Brown, Ga. 
Brown, Ohio 
Broyhill 
Budge 
Burleson 
Bush 
Byrnes, Wis. 
Cannon 
Cederberg 
Chiperfield 
Clevenger 
Cooley 
Coudert 
Cramer 
Cretella 
Cunningham, 

Nebr. 
Curtis, Mass. 
Dague 
Davis, Ga. 
Delaney 
Derounian 
Devereux 
Donohue 
Dorn, S.C. 
Elliott 
Everett 
Fisher 
Flynt 
Forrester 
Fountain 
Frazier 

NAY8-172 
Gary Mumma. 
Gathings Murray 
Gavin Neal 
George Nicholson 
Grant Norrell 
Gubser O'Hara, Minn. 
Gwinn O'Neill 
Haley Ostertag 
Halleck Philbin 
Harden Pilcher 
Hardy Pillion 
Harris Poage 
Harrison, Nebr. Poff 
Harrison, Va. Preston 
Harvey Rains 
Hemphill Ray 
Henderson Reed 
Herlong Rees, Kans. 
Hess Riley 
Hiestand Roberts 
Hoeven Robeson, Va. 
Hoffman Rogers, Fla. 
Holt Rogers, Mass. 
Hosmer Rogers, Tex. 
Huddleston Rutherford 
Hull Sadlak 
Jackson St. George 
Jennings Schenck 
Johansen Scherer 
Jonas Schwengel 
Jones, Ala. Scrivner 
Kean Scudder 
Kilburn Selden 
Kilday Sikes 
Kilgore Siler 
Kitchin Simpson, Ill. 
Lafore Simpson, Pa1 
Landrum Smith, Kans. 
Latham Smith, Miss. 
LeCompte Smith, Va. 
McCulloch Springer 
McDonough Stauffer 
McGregor Taber 
Mcintire Thomas 
Mcintosh Tuck 
McMillan Van Pelt 
McVey Vinson 
Macdonald Wainwright 
Mahou Wharton 
Martin Whitener 
Mason Whitten 
Matthews Wigglesworth 
Michel Williams, Miss. · 
Miller, Md. Williams, N.Y. 
Miller, N.Y. Wilson, Ind. 
Minshall Winstead 
Mitchell Withrow 
Moore Younger 

NOT VOTING-40 
Auchincloss Gregory 
Bow Gross 
Buckley Hays, Ark. 
Burdick Hillings 
Carnahan James 
Colmer Jenkins 
Davis, Tenn. Kearney 
Dent Knutson 
Dies Lennon 
Dowdy Morris 
Durham Patman 
Engle Powell 
Fenton Radwan 
Granahan Rivers 

Scott, N.c. 
Sheppard 
Shuford 
Sieminski 
Thompson, La. 
Trimble 
Utt 
Vursell 
Watts 
Willis 
Wilson, Calif. 
Wolverton 

So the motion was agreed to. 
The Clerk announced the following 

pairs: 
On this vote: 
Mr. Buckley for, with Mr. Colmer against. 
Mr. Bow for, with Mr. Scott of North Caro-

lina against. 
Mr. Hillings for, with Mr. Wolverton 

against. 
Mr. Kearney for, with Mr. Auchincloss 

against. 
Mr. Carnahan for, with Mr. Jenkins against. 
Mr. Powell for, with Mr. Fenton against. 
Mrs. Granahan for, with Mr. Radwan 

against. 
Mr. Sheppard for, with Mr. James against. 
Mr. Engle for, with Mr. Dowdy against. 
Mr. Burdick for, with Mr. Trimble against. 
Mr. Wilson of California for, with Mr. Hays 

of Arkansas against. 
Mrs. Knutson for, with Mr. Dies against. 
Mr. Sieminski for, with Mr. Gregory against, 
Mr. Dent for, with Mr. Watts against. 

Until further notice: 
Mr. Lennon with Mr. Vursell. 
Mr. Thompson of Louisiana with Mr. Utt. 
Mr. Willis with Mr. Gross. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

Accordingly, the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con
sideration of the bill <H. R. 7999) to 
provide for the admission of the State 
of Alaska into the Union, with Mr. MILLS 
in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
By unanimous consent the first read

ing of the bill was dispensed with. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog

nizes the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
O'BRIEN] for 1 hour. 

Mr. MORANO. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield for a parliamentary 
inquiry? 

Mr. O'BRIEN of New York. Gladly. 
Mr. MORANO. , Mr. Chairman, I 

heard the Chair recognize the gentleman 
from New York for 1 hour. Can the 
Chair tell me how much time is expected 
to be consumed on this bill? 

The CHAIRMAN. That is not within 
the knowledge of the Chair, and it is not 
a parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. MORANO. What is the parlia
mentary situation with respect to time? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from New York has been recognized for 
1 hour. 

Mr. MORANO. Does that mean that 
every other Member of the House can be 
recognized for 1 hour? 

The CHAIRMAN. He may use all or: 
part of it. He may use less than an hour 

· if he wishes to. 
Mr. MORANO. Can every other Mem

ber of the House be recognized for 1 hour, 
Mr. Chairman? _ 

The CHAIRMAN. That is the situa
tion. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Chair
man, a further parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I believe 
before we went into the Committee of 
the Whole it was agreed that the gentle
man from New York [Mr. O'BRIEN] 
would control half of the time and 
the gentleman from Nebraska half of 
the time. 

The CHAIRMAN. Objection was made 
to that request. 

Mr. O'BRIEN of New York. Mr. 
Chairman, perhaps I can clear up the 
situation a little bit. It is my under
standing that each Member could be 
recognized for 1 hour, which would 
mean a total of over 400 hours, but I 
know that this is a very reasonable body, 
and I assume that after reasonable de
bate a majority would vote to limit the 
time. I would hope that that would be 
by tomorrow. 

Mr. MORANO. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. O'BRIEN of New York. I yield. 
Mr. MORANO. The gentleman then 

expects to move, after reasonable de
bate, that the debate be terminated? 

Mr. O'BRIEN of New York. Yes. I 
might add that there has been some 
discussion on both sides on that subject, 

' 



9218 - CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE May 21 

and with people who are opposed to the 
legislation. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Chair~ 
man, if the gentleman will yield further, 
can the gentleman tell me whether that 
has to be done in the Committee or in 
the House? 

Mr. O'BRIEN of New York. In the 
House, it is my understanding. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. O'BRIEN of New York. I yield to 
the gentleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. McCORMACK. As I understand 
the procedure, at the appropriate time 
someone may make a motion, the gentle
man or some member of the committee, 
that the Committee rise, and then when 
we go back into the House, the House 
could then determine and agree on time 
and go back into the Committee of the 
Whole again. That is my understanding. 

Mr. O'BRIEN of New York. Mr. 
Chairman, I am very grateful as an in~ 
dividual and as a Member of this House 
that the distinguished House of Repre~ 
sentatives voted by a rather substantial 
margin to hear the arguments for and 
against statehood for Alaska. I think, 
Mr. Chairman, that that decision was in 
the fine tradition of the House. It 
would have been unthinkable to many 
of us that we would have refused to 
hear the arguments for or against such 
a vital matter as the admission of a new 
state in the Union. 

I would like to say at the outset, Mr. 
Chairman, that I have been assigned the 
task of making the first presentation of 
the arguments for the admission of 
Alaska to statehood. It is a difficult sub
ject and I should like to cover some of 
the arguments which already have been 
made in various places against state
\}ood; and for that reason, and so it may 
be understood that there is no discour~ 
tesy on my part, I do not propose to 
yield. if any Member feels impelled to ask 
that I do so, during the next several 
minutes. 

One thing I should like to make very 
clear. I do not think anyone in this 
House has a higher regard or a deeper 
respect for the members of the distin~ 
guished Committee on Rules than I have, 
and the presence of this bill on the :floor 
under its present privileged status was 
not an impertinent gesture on the part 
of those who favor statehood for Alaska. 
It was a gesture, if you will, of last 
resort. We felt-in fact, we were told 
rather plainly-that if there was a rule, 
it might be in August, but there was 
some question whether or not there 
would be a rule. We felt, and I think 
fairly, that when the two major parties 
of this country--

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield for the correction 
of an impression he may have left? 

Mr. O'BRIEN of New York. I yield 
to the gentleman from Indiana. 

Mr. MADDEN. In view of the fact 
that the gentleman has mentioned the 
Committee on Rules, .the inference might 
have been left that all members of the 
.committee on Rules were opposed to 
statehood for Alaska. That is not true. 
As a member of the Rules Committee 
I wish it recorded that I am for this 
legislation. 

Mr. O'BRIEN of New York. If that 
was the impression I left, I regret it 
and I withdraw it, because I know that 
there are some members of the Com~ 
mittee on Rules who favor statehood for 
Alaska. And I might say for the bene
fit of those who oppose it, my respect 
and regard for them is not lessened in 
any degree, especially those who have 
very firm, very strong feelings on the 
subject. My only quarrel, if I have one 
today, is with those Members who might 
be so indifferent on this major issue 
that they will be swayed by minor and 
irrelevant arguments. And I should like 
to proceed shortly to some of those minor 
and irrelevant arguments. But I have 
one further explanation at this point. 

Some Members may wonder why the 
bill H. R. 7999 bears the name of the 
Member from New York and not that 
of the distinguished Delegate from 
Alaska who has worked so long and so 
hard in this field. I want to tell you 
that my name on the bill was, in a sense, 
the gift of the Delegate from Alaska. 
He requested that I report my bill. I 
know one of his motives. He wanted the 
bill to come before the House in the 
name of a Member from the State with 
the largest population in the United 
States so that we could demonstrate that 
in the large States such as New York, 
Pennsylvania, California and others, 
there are Members of this IJ!ouse and 
citizens of those States who do not look 
down their noses at the smaller popula
tion in Alaska and say, "We want no 
part of you." I do not know whether 
it occurred to the Delegate from Alaska 
or not, but I think there is a little sig~ 
nificance in the fact that my home dis
trict is Albany; N.Y., which was writing 
pages of American history 150 years be
fore the shots were fired at Lexington 
and Concord. Not too long ago we 
adopted a resolution in this House as a 
tribute to Benjamin Franklin declaring 
Albany, N. Y., the ·birthplace of the 
Union. 

I do not say this as a chamber of com
merce member might, but merely to 
point out that in my district, a part of 
the Union from the very beginning, we 
do not accept the concept that this Na
tion would have been better off if the 
Thirteen Original States sat like haug·hty 
dowagers on their eastern seaboard and 
regarded the rest of the Nation as a 
fishing or hunting preserve or, perhaps, 
a place of exploitation as Alaska has 
been for so long. 

I say to you today that we have more 
than just another bill before us. 

We have in a sense a rendezvous with 
our future.. We are going · to decide 
something here today that is not so 
important to you and to me, certainly 
not so important to those of us who 
~rave passed midlife, but it is of vital 
importance to those who will follow us. 

I say to you, too, to those who might 
suggest, "Well, this is not the year, may
be next year, maybe 2 years from now," 
that Alaska has been listening to that 
for 42 years. I tell you that it is my 
conclusion and sincere belie.! that if we 
reject Alaskan statehood this year it is 
dead for a generation, because this year 
we have a certain amount of extra 
st eam, if you will, behind this measure. 

We have editorial support from 679 
newspapers in my district and in yours. 
We have the support of 12 out of 13 of 
the residents of the United States who 
have expressed views on the subject. 
Members of this House who have fol~ 
lowed the practice of sending question
naires to their constituents have been 
surprised in many instances to discover 
very overwhelming favor for statehood 
for Alaska. In my own district it is 
eight to one. I might say that was 
demonstrated not by my questionnaire 
but because a local newspaper published 
the questionnaire from the distinguished 
gentleman from New York [Mr. OsTER
TAG]. He wanted to know. I do not 
know what the result in his district was 
but I know what it was in mine. 

On that same questionnaire there was 
this question: 

Do you favor a reduction in Federal taxes 
by reducing nonmilitary expenditures? 

Three to one favored that, a substan
tial margin, but far short of the eight to 
one who favored statehood for Alaska. 

I daresay that in the districts of 75 
percent of the Members of this House the 
people want statehood for Alaska. 

One of the problems is, they want it 
but they do not get angry enough about 
it. We are able to stand up and say, "Oh, 
yes, my district favors it, but I am 
against it." That is fine. I think Mem
bers should be independent. I think you 
are entitled to say to the public, if you 
want to, "You do not know what you are 
talking about. Papa knows best." But 
let us fit this public approval into the 
mosaic, if you will. If we reject public 
opinion as uninformed, then we must 
necessarily turn to those who are in
formed. 

In this House you give the responsi
bility for the Territories to our commit
tee. We do not claim to be experts, but 
we do claim to be practiced, we do claim 
to know the facts, and our committee 24 
to 6 reported out this bill you have before 
you. 

The Secretary of the Interior favors 
this bill, and I think that :flies in the 
face of the idea that a Federal official 
never wants to disgorge any authority 
once given to him. The Secretary of the 
Interior knows the conditions in Alaska. 

The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, and that is important because we 
have a large military establishment in 
Alaska, testified that statehood not only 
would not hamper our military effort in 
Alaska but would aid it by granting sta
bility in the area where the military 
operates so largely. 

I realize that some of the most effective 
and powerful men in this House do not 
agree that Alaska should be a State. I 
know their arguments. I have heard 
them. But I should like to suggest that 
the history of statehood in this country 
is a sordid chapter in the sense of deals, 
and compromises. . 

Now we h ave a ch ance, just once, to 
say to a single Territory; "On your own 
m erits, without regard to what happens 
to any . other Territory anywhere else, 
you are admitted because it is for the 
good of the United States." 

I say from reading the record of the 
past, that those distinguished gentle-
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men who will follow me in opposition 
are in distinguished company, indeed. 
I often read, as all of us do, the writings 
on the wall in back of me in the Chamber 
here. I do not know whether Daniel 
Webster would have chosen the quotation 
which you see here in this Chamber as 
the one quotation of all the things that 
he said. But, I am rather happy that 
this one has been chosen because in this 
quotation he said, 

Let us develop the resources of our land, 
call forth its powers, build up its institu
tions, promote all its great interests and see 
whether we also in our . day and generation 
may not perform something worthy to be 
remembered. 

say before this debate is over, "Where is 
Hawaii? This is discrimination. This 
is politics." But I defy any Member of 
this House, including members of our 
committee, to show where in one instance 
I have played politics on this issue. They 
know that, but they want to mention 
Hawaii for this reason: Once you inject 
Hawaii in the debate, then you get the 
response, "Won't we one day be asked 
to admit Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, 
then Jupiter and Saturn and Mars?" 
forgetting that the same House which 
is making the decision on Alaskan state
hood this week holds the key to any 
future attempt by any area anywhere to 
come into the Union. We are deciding 

If Daniel Webster were in this Cham- only on Alaska. I ani not opposed to 
Hawaii. I shall do all in my power, if 

ber·today, I am very sure he would not Alaska is given statehood, to bring the 
want to be remembered for his statement . Hawaiian bill before this House for fair 
that we should not push into the West 
and that the Republic itself might top- and full consideration. We see what 
pie and fall if we had anything to do happened 3 years ago when we had a 
with those wild men west of the Missouri. shotgun wedding in this House; when 
Well, in that territory to which Daniel Hawaii and Alaska were picked up by the 
Webster was opposed, we have some of seat of the pants and thrown into one 
the greatest States in the entire Nation bill. No one ever talked about Alaska. 
today. I say to the modern day Daniel All we had were pictures of alleged Com-

munists in Hawaii. 
Websters, ·and I sincerely believe they Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
belong in that category, make very sure, man, the gentleman is making a very 
if you are quoted one day on the walls of fine exposition of this bill and I think 
this Chamber, that you will not be 
quoted as saying that Alaska has no fu- there should be a quorum present to hear 
ture in our national scheme because I him. I mBike the point of order that 
Predict that if you give Alaska statehood there is no quorum present. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. THORNBERRY). 
within a quarter of a century there will The Chair will count. [After counting.] 
be a minimum of 10 million people in that Sixty-six Members are present; not a 
great land. A very good friend of mine · 
in this House, one of the principal oppo- quorum. The Clerk will call the roll. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol
nents of statehood advanced the rather lowing Members failed to answer to their 
novel idea that because, as he says, there 
are a lot of Communists in Hawaii, 
Alaska should not be a State. That is a 
very difficult argument to answer unless 
you fall back upon your old training 
in school and employ the principle of 
reductio ad absurdum. You might say 
that all Germans west and east are 
Communists because some Germans in 
East Germany are under Communist 
control. You might say that because 
there are Communist dominated coun
tries in Europe, therefore, England and 
Ireland and all the rest of the countries 
are Communists also. I am rather hap
PY that the gentleman has raised this 
question because so far as Alaska is con
cerned, and the testimony will show it, 
in this great land under the frowning 
eyes of the Russians themselves, a land 
which extends to Siberia, there are fewer 
Communists than anywhere in the 
United States. · Only yesterday I spoke 
to a former United States Attorney from 
Alaska and he told me that in spite of 
the special care because of our great 
militp.ry installations there that there 
had not been one single case of attempted 
sabotage of our military installations. 
Ten suspected Reds in all of Alaska---1 
to every 20,000 and, yet, the distinguished 
gentleman from New York, which has 1 
Communist for every 1,600 people, would 
have you believe that because there is a 
certain labor leader in Hawaii, Alaska 
is communistic. We have separated the 
Alaskan and Hawaiian bills deliberately. 

They should not swing upon one an
other. Each is entitled to a decision on 
its own merits. I know someone will 

names: 
[Roll No. 63] 

Auchincloss Gregory 
Bass, Tenn. Gross 
Buckley Gubser 
Burdick Hays, Ark. 
Carnahan HUlings 
Carrigg James 
Celler Jenkins 
Colmer Kearney 
Davis, Tenn. Keating 
Dent Knutson 
Dies LeCompte 
Dowdy Lennon 
Durham Michel 
Engle Miller, Calif. 
Fenton Morris 
Granahan Moulder 

Powell 
Radwan 
Rivers 
Scott, N.C. 
Sheppard 
Shuford 
Sieminski 
Spence 
Springer 
Teague, Tex. 
Trimble 
Vinson 
Vursell 
Willis 
Wolverton 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having assumed the chair, 
Mr. MILLS, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee 
having had under consideration the bill 
H. R. 7999, and finding itself without a 
quorum, he had directed the roll · to be 
called, when 379 Members responded to 
their names, a quorum, and he sub
mitted herewith the names of the ab
sentees to be spread upon the Journal. 

The Committee resumed its sitting. 
Mr~ O'BRIEN of New York. Mr. 

Chairman, I am grateful to the gentle
man from Virginia for the temporary 
respite and particularly because I was 
about to discuss a matter which I know 
to be of very grave concern to him. I 
know the distinguished gentleman from 
Virginia is opposed to this bill, but I 
think it would be a very bad mistake to 
assume that because the gentleman is 
opposed to the bill that some of the 
matters he raises in opposition are not 

matters of grave concern. I know that 
the gentleman is and has been con
cerned about what have been described 
as giveaways. I would like to point out, 
if I may, that when we are considering 
statehood for Alaska, we have to throw 
away our ordinary concepts of geog
raphy. We are talking about a terri
tory one-fifth the sire of the United 
States, a territory, if the distinguished 
Members from the State of Texas will 
forgive me, which is twice the size . of 
Texas and everybody knows that Texas 
is big indeed. So when we talk about 
land grants we cannot talk in terms of 
1 million or 5 million or even 10 million 
acres. We are all aware that if you drop 
a million acres into the middle of Rhode 
Island, it would be quite a hunk of 
ground. In Texas, it would probably be 
a ranch and in Alaska, it would be a 
garden patch. Especially, when we fig
ure the land must be selected from land 
which will not serve any purpose to the 
new state. We have in this bill, as I 
recall, a land grant of approximately 
184 million acres. 

That is a staggering figure, but I sug
gest that we consider it in percentage 
terms. It means that the new State will 
still have control of less than one-half of 
its own land and that of the more than 
50 percent which will be retained by the 
Federal Government, there is included 
some of the richest oil land in Alaska. 
Furthermore, and I can speak only for 
myself, when w.e arrive at a point where 
the bill is open to amendment, I shall 
cheerfully accept personally an amend
ment which would reduce the acreage to 
101 million or 102 million. That would 
be substantially less than one-third of 
the land in Alaska turned over to the 
new State. You might say what about 
these minerals and wh'at about this loot 
that might be given away if we give the 
new State power to select mineral lands. 
It is my considered judgment that these 
mineral lands will have more protection 
when we give them to the State of 
Alaska than they have now because the 
Federal Government presently leases 
those mineral lands and also grants pat
ents for those lands. The new State of 
Alaska under its own constitution is for
bidden to grant patents. May I say that 
if there is a giveaway, with which I do 
not -agree, it is already taking place be
cause 90 percent of the revenue that the 
Federal Government presently collects 
from mineral leases in Alaska is turned 
back to the Territory of Alaska. My ad
vice to the new State would be not to 
select mineral lands-to select other 
land and if I may emphasize just a little 
bit more what I had in mind about the 
great expanse of territory and the neces
sity of using percentages figures, some 
years ago we passed a bill in the House 
giving 100,000 acres of land to the Uni
versity of Alaska to help support that 
great institution. The latest advice I 
have is that from those 100,000 acres, 
and that is a lot of acres, they have not 
received enough revenue to equip their 
basketball team. So when you talk about 
a million acres in Alaska, you have to 
consider the millions of acres which are 
not given to the new State. 

You have got to consider the millions · 
which are retained by the Federal Gov-
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ernment, and you must consider that 
those retained acres include the richest 
oil land. It has always been my impres
sion, though not spelled out in law, that 
land in an incorporated territory, in an 
embryonic State, is actually held by the 
Federal Government in trust for the fu
ture State. So in that sense it is not a 
question of Uncle Sam tossing a lot of 
minerals and a lot of oil to an unscrupu
lous leadership in a new State. 

I think the question comes up: Can 
Alaska, with 212,000 people, support 
statehood? In the considered judgment 
of the committee who listened to all the 
witnesses, it can and will. And with the 
provisions we have in this bill dealing 
with the land tax base, with the seal 
fisheries, and so forth, the additional 
cost of statehood over and above the 
present cost of Territorial government 
will be approximately $2 million a year. 
I am not belittling $2 million, but I as
sert that it is within the means of the 
people of Alaska. I know some people 
up there oppose it. I know the sugges
tion will be made that the people of 
Alaska way down underneath do not 
want statehood. We have had polls 
which indicate that they do not want it. 
But every time they have gone to the 
voting place on any question dealing with 
statehood, the . vote has been for state
hood, up to and including the most re
cent primary in Alaska, where there was 
a candidate who favored the common
wealth. In Alaska you can cross party 
lines in a primary. There was no contest 
on the Democratic side, so the Demo
crats could easily, if they opposed state
hood, have gone over the line and voted 
for this commonwealth candidate who 
was a Republican, a gentleman who fa
vored a commonwealth-a ·common
wealth is a tempting status-and they 
polled only 10 percent of the entire vote 
cast in the Alaska primary. But we are 
willing again to compromise. If it is the 
sense of this House that we have an 
amendment providing for a plebescite 
when the statehood bill comes to the · 
voters of Alaska, we are willing to go 
along with it, because we have no desire 
to jam statehood down the throats of 
any people. Nor do we accept at face 
value the "aginnets," beca:Ise away back 
in the Revolutionary War there were 
some people who did not believe this 
country could get along as a separate 
nation. The Tories were not entirely 
disloyal~ They felt that they were sound 
in their judgment, but they were opposed 
to independence. We have Tories in 
every State and in every Territory-peo
ple who just love the status quo, who 
think that maybe it will cost them a 
little more to be a State, and they think 
that the price is too high here for the 
great honor, the great privilege of being 
a full citizen of the United States, quali
fied to vote for President and Vice Pres
ident and their own Governor. 

Now I would like to go into the ques
tion of what this means to all of us. I 
think that we could very well today 
forget this talk of colonialism, forget 
that Alaska has been banging fire in 
the limbo of an unincorporated Territory 
for 90 years, forget the aspirations and 
hopes of the people there; and think . 
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selfishly, if you will, of our own districts 
and the rest of the Nation. I tell you 
that I believe, as far as my district is 
concerned, statehood is a must. 

Small population? Every State that 
has come into the Union has added to 
the wealth and population of my State, 
and I feel that this great Territory prop
erly developed will pour its be:1eftts out 
over every one of the 48 States of the 
Nation. I think we will save money in 
the long run; I think we will reduce the 
cost of our Military Establishment in 
Alaska. 

There are those who say that Alaska 
is too far away, that it is a Never-Never 
Land, a fabulous place up north which 
has polar bears and Eskimos. Unfor
tunately, some of the things about our 
modern civilization are already in Alas
ka, neon lights and other things which 
interfere with the intrinsic beauty of the 
place. 

Here is a Territory which is not a for
gotten outpost, which has its own uni
versity, which devotes half of its budget 
to education. It is composed of people 
from your State, your city, my State and 
my city. These people are loyal Ameri
cans in every sense of the word, and the 
only difference between them and us is 
that they have preserved some of the 
pioneering spirit of which we speak so 
highly in this country. The men and 
women of Alaska are our kinfolk; they 
are the pioneers of 1958. We talked 
with them, we talked with them in every 
part of that enormous land. In 1955 we 
went into tiny fishing villages; we went 
into the modern cities of Anchorage and 
Fairbanks, and even went to Point Bar- · 
row up in Eskimoland. 

When we talk about people it is the 
concern of this House. I can describe 
what they are in no better way than to 
paraphra"!e an editorial which had to 
do not with statehood for Alaska but the 
recent celebration of the tOOth anni
versary of the statehood of Minnesota. 
The editorial told of all the material 
things in Minnesota, but then it added, 
and I shall use Alaska instead of Min
nesota in reading this: 

Alaska is people. They represent the fin
est part of the pioneer tradition of which 
we are so proud. They were ready and eager 
to face a climate that is sometimes less than 
benign, to work a soil that could be respon
sive. They wanted to make a new world in 
something of the pattern of the old one. 
They brought with them a d ' gnity, fidelity, 
and industry that did not brook compro
mise. 

Then the editorial continued, and I 
think this is significant to us who come 
from other parts of the country: 

Each one of us may have his own little 
part of the country to which he is especially 
devoted. There is no reason to be ashameci 
of these local prides and loyalties, but there 
is reason to be gratified by the splendor of 
regions other than our own; and because 
we are so proud to be Americans, it is good 
to know that Alaska and its people may be 
a part of us. 

I think we all have been disturbed from 
time to time, those of us who live in con
gested areas, by the fact that we are liv
ing in this country, many parts of it, 
upon our capital, as it were. In some 
areas of this country water must be used 

over again because of the shortage. In 
another generation, perhaps more spe
cifically by the time my eldest grand
son is old enough to serve in this dis
tinguished body, we are told that we will 
have 70 million more people in the United 
States. I suggest that it is a responsibil
ity of our generation to make very sure 
that the gates to expansion and oppor
tunity are not closed. I suggest that 
many of those 70 million, our children 
and our grandchildren, will find that 
opportunity in the great new State of 
Alaska. 

May I suggest this, too. We have been 
alarmed, some of us~ recently by the re
ception given to our Vice President in 
South America. And, as I read of the 
stones and the filth which were cast 
not upon RICHARD NIXON the individual 
but upon every man and womar.. in this 
country whom he represented there, I 
thought of a people far to the north of 
South America, a people who do not have 
to be bribed or given foreign aid or ca
joled, people who are loyal to us now. · 
And I thought of how true were the words 
of Shakespeare when he suggested that 
''The friends thou hast, and their adop
tion, tried, grapple them to thys soul 
with hoops of steel.'' 

I have on'e final thought. I have not 
covered all of the arguments against this 
bill or all of the arguments for it, be
cause others more able than I will fol- . 
low. But, I was handed a few days ago 
an old copy of a wire service story. I 
will not read it, but I will simply tell you 
that it quoted Molotov, wherever he is · 
now, Outer Mongolia, as saying that the 
Communists in Russia never agreed to 
the sale of Alaska to the United States, 
implying that they still have a c" 1im, per
haps to be asserted sometime in the 
future. 

CALL OF THE HOUSE 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, I make the point of order that a 
quorum is not present. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
count. [After counting.] Eighty-six 
Members are present, not a quorum. 

The Clerk will call the roll. 
The .Clerk called the roll, and the fol

lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 

[Roll· No. 64] 
Anderson, Dowdy Michel 

Mont. Durham Morris 
Auchincloss Eberhart er Moulder 
Bailey Engle Powell 
Bent:ey Evins Radwan 
Blatnik Fenton Rivers 
Broolts, La. Gray · Scott, N. c. 
Buckley Gregory Sheppard 
Burdick Gross Shuford 
Carnahan Gubser Sieminski 
Celler Haskell Smith, Kans. 
Christopher Hays, Ark. Smith. Mis~. 
Clark Billings Spence 
Coffin J ames Springer 
Colmer Jenkins Steed 
Davis, Tenn. Kearney Teague, Tex. 
Dawson, Utan Kilburn Thomas 
Dellay Knutson Trimble 
Dent LeCompte Vinson 
Dies Lennon Wat t s 
Dingell Lesinski W1llis 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. MILLS, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee 
having had under consideration the bill -
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(H. R. 7999) to provide for the admis
sion of the State of Alaska into the 
Union, finding itself without a quorum 
he directed the roll to be called, when 
366 Members responded to their names, 
disclosing a quorum to be present, and 
he submitted herewith a list of the ab
sentees for printing in the Journal. 

The Committee resumed its sitting. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from New York [Mr. O'BRIEN] is rec
ognized. 

Mr. O'BRmN of New York. Mr. 
Chairman, I was very close to the con
cluding point when the gentleman made 
the point of order of no quorum. The 
interval did permit me to think of one 
final argument which has been ad
vanced against statehood for Alaska. I 
think perhaps deep down in our minds 
it is the prevailing objection, perhaps 
the most important to many Members. 
Very simply put, it is this: Should 212,-
000 people have 2 representatives in the 
United States Senate when a State such 
as New York, with 16 million people, has 
the same number? I know that is diffi
cult to answer. If we assume that there 
should be geographical representation in 
the United States Senate, if we accept 
that, then we are turning back the clock 
171 years. We are also saying directly 
or indirectly: "We from New York, why 
should not we have nine Senators? 
Why should not many of the smaller 
States have only one, or none, if you 
will?" Yet, when we look at what some 
of these smaller States have produced 
in our United States Senate we are very 
happy about the geographical represen
tation. 

I know that I, as a resident of a small 
State, would resent rather deeply the 
suggestion, directly or indirectly, that I 
had two representatives in the United 
States Senate because we made a mis
take somewhere along the line. That is 
a reflection upon the membership in the 
House; it is a reflection on some of these 
distinguished and most able ladies and 
gentlemen from smaller States. 

You know, as well as I, that many 
States came into being with populations 
smaller than that which Alaska now-has. 
If you will look at the record of popula
tion totals you will discover a very .sig
nificant thing, and that is the tremen
dous growth in population in each of 
those States following admission to state
hood. For example, to select one, Ohio:· 
Population at time of admission, 80,000; 
population at succeeding census, 230,000. 
Indiana: At time of admission, 63,000; 
population at succeeding census, 147,000. 

I could recite others, but they all fall 
into the same pattern, and I am con
vinced that if you suffer this small popu
lation in Alaska to have 2 spokesmen 
in the United States Senate, within a 
very few years those same 2 Senators 
will be representing millions of peopl-e, 
because the potential in Alaska is as 
great as or greater than it was in these 
other States. 

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. O'BRIEN of New York. I yield. 
Mr. HOSMER. In order that the fig ... 

ures that the gentleman gave may be in 
proper perspective, to wit, those with re-

gard to Indiana and Ohio, I would like 
to say that at the time those States were 
admitted into the Union, and from a 
column that does no show in the report, 
Indiana's population at that time was 
1.5269 percent of the total United States 
population. At the time of Ohio's ad
mission her population represented 3.187 
percent of the population of the United 
States. At the present time the popula
tion of Alaska represents only .0853 per
cent of the total population of the 
United States. 

So under those circumstances there is 
a considerable difference when you com
pare sizes of population at the time of 
admission than there is when you use the 
bare unweighted numbers. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
Mr. O'BRIEN of New York. I thank 

the gentleman for his contribution. · 
The gentleman will recall that I was 

discussing only the growth which fol
lowed admission to statehood to support 
the contention of our committee that 
statehood has never been a failure in the 
United States. But if the gentleman 
wants to press the point percentagewise, 
then when we get into that field where he 
compares his State of 14 million with 
some of the smaller States I wonder if 
he would have in mind the desirability of 
taking from those States one or both 
of their Senators and giving them to the 
great State of California? I know it 
would not be constitutionally possible, 
but surely the thought must be there 
when you are applying a population 
argument to the Territory of Alaska. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. O'BRIEN of New York. I yield to 
the gentleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. McCORMACK. On the question 
of contiguous territory, at the time Cali.,. 
fornia and Oregon were admitted to the 
Union there was a tremendous area 
separating California and Oregon from 
the other States of the Union. They 
were not contiguous to the States of the 
Union at that time. 

Mr. O'BRIEN of New York. The gen
tleman is so very, very correct. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to reply 
to the statement by the majority leader. 
I think that is one of the subjects that 
I did not touch upon because another 
Member will handle it. But, when we use 
the word "contiguous," surely it must be 
a relative term. Surely, with a terri
tory which in these modern days is close 
enough with modern transportation to 
permit this individual to listen to a world 
series game on the radio in a hotel in 
Juneau, Alaska, and then on the next 
afternoon to see the second game of that 
series on television in my hometown in 
Albany, N. Y., you will have to admit 
that Alaska today is much closer to the 
rest of the United States than even some 
of our Midwestern States were at the 
time of their admission. I stated or in
tended to state that for 20 years the 
Soviet Government has been feeding to 
the Russian people the deliberate lie that 
the Czar had. no right to sell Alaska to 
the United States; that actually the 
money, the $7.2 million, was only a re
imbursement to Russia for the expenses 
incurred by the Czar in sending Russian 
fleets to San Francisco and New York at 

a time during the Civil War. Well, we 
know that we are never going to concede 
that argument. But, I suggest, added to 
all the other arguments which have been 
or will be advanced, that it might be a 
fine gesture by the United States to meet 
this challenge from the Kremlin once 
and for all, and the simplest way to do it 
is to plant right on the Siberian border 
in Alaska the American flag with 49 
stars. 

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. O'BRIEN of New York. Gladly. 
Mr. ASPINALL. I just wish to com

pliment and congratulate my good per
sonal friend and colleague on the com
mittee and of this great body for his pres
entation here today. It is my opinion 
that he stands today as the No. 1 man 
in the study of Alaskan matters and 
Alaska's quest for statehood. He has 
been doing an admirable job. 

Mr. O'BRIEN of New York. I am in
deed very grateful. 

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. Chairman, will 
.the gentleman yield? 

Mr. O'BRIEN of New York. I yield 
to the Delegate from Alaska. 

Mr. BARTLETT. I would like to say 
that my subcommittee chairman, the 
gentleman from New York, has made an 
eloquent as well as a powerful speech 
in behalf of Alaska statehood. He has 
completely persuaded me, by the way. 
I want him to know that all of the Alas
kans, meaning most of them, who are 
for statehood, particularly appreciate 
what he is doing for us now and what he 
has done for us before. Now, the gen
tleman said awhile ago "Protect your 
Alaska." Is it not true that during the 
hearings over which you presided some 
600,000 words of testimony were taken 
down and later reduced to printed form? 

Mr. O'BRIEN of New York. Yes; the 
gentleman is correct. We did take 600,-
000 words of testimony. We covered I 
do not know how many thousands of 
miles, and we covered the whole subject 
of Alaska $0 thoroughly that we could 
think of but one description for the 
title which emerged, and that was 
"Alaska, 1955." 

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. Chairman, let 
me ask the gentleman this, if I may. 
Did he have opportunity on that trip to 
talk to, and be talked to by, the people 
who were against statehood as well as 
those resident in the Territory who were 
for statehood? 

Mr. O'BRIEN of New York. I would 
like to say to the distinguished Delegate 
that we sought out people who were op
posed to statehood because it was too 
easy to find people who supported it. 
We had to look for opponents, and even 
the ·opponents, our record will show, 
conceded that the vast majority of the 
people in Alaska disagreed with their 
views. 

Mr. BARTLETT. I thank the gentle
man. 

Mr. PILLION. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. O'BRIEN of New York. I yield to 
the gentleman. 

Mr. PILLION. The gentleman, I am 
sure, is aware of the fact that the Con
stitution does not permit any State to be 
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deprived of its two Senators; perhaps 
it is one section of the Constitution that 
is unamendable. The gentleman is 
aware of that? 

Mr. O'BRIEN of New York. Yes. 
Mr. PILLION. The gentleman is 

aware of the clause that provides for 
the possibility of one State having less 
than two Senators; in other words, a 
State may consent to have less than two 
Senators. So that the framers of our 
Constitution did have in mind the pos
sibility that there might be less than 
two Senators, and that portion of the 
Constitution also is unamendable. The 
gentleman is aware of that? 

Mr. O'BRIEN of New York. I concede 
that the Constitution does not permit 
any State, having 2 Senators, to lose 1 
of them. I merely wanted to suggest, 
when I raised that point, that if we were 
logical, we would be quarreling with the 
fact that somewhere along the line we 
did not provide 9 Senators for our State, 
perhaps 7 for California, and 7 or 8 for 
Pennsylvania, which would leave some 
of our States in very bad shape, indeed. 
I do not concede the gentleman's point 
that there is a provision in the Constitu
tion permitting a State to )lave less than 
two Senators, although I know the gen
tleman's arguments in that direction, and 
I know he will explore them fully when 
he takes his place in the well. All I can 
say is that I violently disagree with the 
idea of admitting half a State or of giv
ing a Territory half of statehood. It is 
all or nothing, and I am very .calmly 
confident that if the time ever came 
when the two Senators from Alaska, rep
resenting whatever number of people 
they represented, were voting on a great 
national issue, they would vote in the 
public interest. And I am very sure that 
there is just as· great a possibility of 
Alaska producing another Borah as did 
Idaho, or of producing another MANS
FIELD, as has Montana. 

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. O'BRIEN of New York. I yield to 
the gentleman. 

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to take this opportunity to . con
gratulate the man who has, in my opin
ion, done more to promote the cause of 
statehood for Alaska than any other one 
person who is a member of the Commit
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs, the 
Subcommittee on Territories. I think 
the gentleman from New York has been 
a very able leader and has been a true 
advocate of statehood. I know that he 
has endeared himself not only to the 
people of Alaska but to all people of the 
United States who are interested in look
ing at statehood for Alaska as a national 
problem and not on a small, selfish basis 
as are some of the opponents, in my 
opinion. 

Mr. O'BRIEN of New York. I thank 
the gentleman. 

Mr. FELLY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. O'BRIEN of New York. I yield to 
the gentleman. 

Mr. FELLY. I have a question which 
has nothing to do with the pros or cons 
of statehood, but for the purpose of in
formatiot\, What will happen during 

the period when Alaska becomes a State, 
as far as a limitation on the number of 
Representatives in the House is con
cerned? Would they have representa
tion or would they not? 

Mr. O'BRIEN of New York. I am glad 
the gentleman raised that point. The 
bill provides that until after the next 
census, the membership of the House 
would be increased by one; and after the 
next census the figure would go back to 
435. 

I have had people suggest, ''Well, 
maybe that might be my seat." With 
the changes that are going to take place 
around the country after the next census, 
I think it is straining at a gnat if we are 
worrying about what seat will go out as a 
result of admitting Alaska to the Union. 
I may say to the gentleman that I have 
a very strong suspicion as to whose seat 
it will be. I think it might very well be 
that of the gentleman from New York, 
who is now speaking, 

Mr. FELLY. Will the gentleman ex
plain as to the other body? Would there 
be any temporary changes in the other 
body? 

Mr. O'BRIEN of New York. No; be
cause the representation in the Senate 
has nothing to do with population. 
There would be two Senators for the 
State or, as the gentleman from New 
York has suggested, and if he is correct, 
maybe one. 

Mr. ENGLE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ENGLE. Mr. Chairman, Alaska 

was promised statehood when it was 
annexed in 1867. 

The promise was clear and explicit. 
It is found in article III of the treaty 

with Russia signed March 30, 1867, by 
Secretary of State William H. Seward 
and ratified by the United States Senate. 

Article III reads as follows: 
The inhabitants of the ceded Territory, 

according to their choice, reserving their nat
ural allegiance, may return to Russia within 
3 years; but if they should prefer to remain 
in the ceded Territory, they, with the excep
tion of uncivilized native tribes, shall be ad
mitted to the enjoyment of all the rights, 
advantages, and immunities of citizens of 
the United States, and shall be maintained 
and protected in the free enjoyxpent of their 
liberty, property, and religion. The uncivil
ized tribes will be subject to such laws and 
regulations as the United States may, from 
time to time, adopt in regard to aboriginal 
tribes of that country. 

The essence of that pledge is contained 
in the words "the inhabitants shall be 
admitted to the enjoyment of all the 
rights, advantages, and immunities of 
citizens of the United States." 

There is only one way in which those 
inhabitants of Alaska can be admitted 
to the enjoyment of all the rights, ad
vantages, and immunities of citizens of 
the United States. That way is to 
admit Alaska to statehood. There is no 
other way. 

For it is clear that only by statehood 
will the people of Alaska be able to 
enjoy-

The right to vote for President and 
Vice President, which they cannot do 
now; 

The right to be represented in the Con
gress by two United States Senators and 
a Representative with a vote, which they 
do not have now; and 

The right to be freed from a variety 
of restrictions including those imposed 
upon them by the Organic Act of 1912 
and by the act of Congress of July 30, 
1886, which prescribed various prohibi
tions for American Territories, still suf
ficient in number to be subsequently 
formed into 10 States. 

The pledge made in the Treaty of Ces
sion, 91 years ago, conveys a solemn obli
gation. A treaty was then and still is 
the highest law of the land. 

The actions of Congress subsequent to 
ratification of the treaty give further 
substance-if such substance were need~ 
ed-to Alaska:Os right to statehood. That 
right to statehood inheres in the ratifica
tion of the treaty also by the House of 
Representatives in the following year, 
1868, when the House authorized and 
appropriated the $7,200,000 purchase 
price. It inheres in the extension to 
Alaska of the laws relating to customs, 
commerce, and navigation, and the es
tablishment of a collection district in the 
newly acquired Territory. 

By these acts-the United States Su
preme Court decided in the so-called 
"Insular Cases" early in this century
Alaska was incorporated into the Union 
in 1868. As an incorporated Territory 
it became an "inchoate State." As such 
it cannot by any act of Congress be 
alienated, given independence or any 
other political status, as can be done and 
has been done with unincorporated ter
ritories or insular possessions. These 
never ·paid Federal taxes, while Alaska 
pays all Federal taxes and under the 
uniformity clause of the Constitution 
cannot be relieved of them. Taxation 
without representation should, obvious
ly, be terminated. The destiny of Alaska, 
an incorporated Territory-taken, liter
ally, into the body of the Union-can 
only be statehood. However, those im
portant Supreme Court decisions in the 
Insular Cases, while buttressing Alaska's 
right to statehood beyond peradventure, 
are not needed to strengthen the explicit 
commitment of the treaty with Russia 
made 91 years ago. 

The only questions then to be answered 
to determine the time of Alaska's ad
mission to the equality of statehood are 
whether the Territory has met and can 
meet the tests of political maturity and 
economic sufficiency. 

Or, to put it in another way: First, 
are Alaskans capable of self-government? 
And, second, are their resources sufficient 
to support a State? 

I am deeply convinced-as a member 
of the committee dealing with our Terri
tories for 14 years, and as· its chairman 
in the last 2 Congresses, which has given 
me ample opportunity•to become familiar 
with this important issue-that Alaska 
is fully qualified on both counts. 

Let us look at the first question. Are 
Alaskans politically mature? They 
ought to be after 90 years of incorpora
tion, the longest duration of pupilage 
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in our history. Let us take a look at 
that history. 

Our fellow citizens who went west to 
become Alaskans went of their own free 
will. They went, in part, il' quest of 
greater opportunity and greater freedom. 
They went, inspired, in part, by the love 
of adventure which lies deep in every 
American heart. They went westward 
into the unknown, open and emptier 
spaces of our land as generations of 
Americans had before them. And they 
went beyond their predecessors. Settling 
America's farthest west ·and farthest 
north they wrote the final chapter in the 
greatest epic of all history-the Ameri
can epic. Yet, it was final only in the 
sense that they had reached land's end 
and could go no further. 

But if theirs was a concluding chapter 
in the westward course, it was but the 
beginning of a great new episode, a still 
greater adventure-and one of national 
i~r.port. For those pioneers who braved 
every hardship, who conquered the wil
derness, have set themselves in those 
northernmost latitudes and westernmost 
meridians of our continent to establish 
a great and worthy outpost of American 
life. Overcoming great natural obstacles 
and still greater distantly manmade 
handicaps, they have laid the founda
tion of a robust society whose destiny 
it is to be not merely a bulwark of de
fense for the Western Hemisphere but 
a citadel of democracy and freedom. 

How timely their purpose in this hour 
of world crisis. 

And how appropriate their role in 
what was once Russian-Ameiica and lies 
within sight of Siberia. Siberia, which 
to the free world has always signified 
exile, imprisonment, and death, and 
never more so than under tl:e tyranny 
of the Soviet police state. 

The Alaskans were and are well quali
fied to carry out their purpose. They 
brought with them their traditions of 
self-government. Imbued with the 
pioneer spirit, self-reliant, energized by 
the frontier, hardy in body and inde
pendent in spirit, they are the rugged 
individualists of the type who from 
earliest days have helped mold America. 

Handicapped by 45 years' delay after 
the treaty before receiving any workable 
self-government-the longest period of 
Federal neglect of a Territory in our 
history-they made the best of the 
limited form of government given them 
by the Organic Act of 1912. 

A second 45 years have now passed 
since that first Territori~l legislature 
convened in Juneau in 1913. Its mem
bership of 24-its numbers determined 
by Congress-was a typical cross-sec
tion of an American legislative body of 
that day. Eighteen of its members 
were born in the States. The remain-· 
ing 6 had their birthplaces in 6 coun
tries whose ideas of freedom and self· 
government are akin to ours-England, 
IrelaD;d, Canada, Norway, Sweden, 
Switzer land. 

How did they perform? And how 
have their successors performed in the 
22 biennial sessions since then? 

In those 45 years the successive Ter
ritorial legislatures have gradually set 
up and now maintain a complete struc-

ture of Territorial government. It 
renders all the services needed in 
Alaska-the services performed by any 
State excepting those few which Con
gress, in the Organic Act of 1912, spe-
cifically prohibited. · 

Before evaluating the present struc· 
ture of Alaskan government, it might be 
well to note that those legislators were 
pioneers in thought as well as in action. 
They had been elected by male suffFage 
only. Their first act-Act No. 1 of the 
First Alaska Legislature-was to en
franchise women. They wasted no time 
in anticipating by 7 years for Alaska 
what the 19th amendment would do for 
the entire Nation. 

The forward look has characterized 
many of· Alaska's legislative acts since 
that time. And what better evidence of 
political maturity. 

The first and second Territorial leg
islatures provided what was probably 
the first old-age pension adopted by any 
legislature, thus anticipating locally, in 
a token and modest way, the national 
social security legislation of 20 years 
later. 

Serving well in both world wars-ex
ceeding its quotas both of men in uni
form and war bonds-Alaska was the 
first political entity after World War II 
to enact veterans' legislation. In a spe
cial session called for the purpose early 
in 1946 the legislature passed an ad
mirable act which enables returning 
servicemen to reincorporate themselves 
in civilian life by providing either a 
cash bonus, dependent on length of 
service, or a loan to enable them to buy 
a home, a farm, a fishing boat, or to set 
up a business. Financed by a tempo
rary sales tax which ceased when a 
sufficient fund had been collected, the 
service to Alaska veterans continues 
through the repayments of principal and 
interest, and has been extended to Ko
rean war veterans. 

Federal and State Governments have 
been wrestling with the billboard is
sue, and Congress recently enacted some 
provisions which still remain to be 
tested and implemented. Alaska solved 
that problem 9 years ago by a legisla
tive act banning billboards from all 
highways. 

In anticipation of statehood and 
gravely concerned about the depletion 
of the Pacific salmon under Federal bu
reau management, the 1949 legislature 
established its own department of fish
eries in order to be prepared for the 
full conservation responsibilities under 
statehood. 

Anticipating the discovery of oil
which took place more than 2 years 
later-the 1955 legislature enacted far
reaching oil and gas conservation and 
regulation measures, drawing on the ex
perience of California, Texas, Okla
homa, and other oil-producing States. 

Anticipation of problems, rather than 
attempting to cope with ·them after they 
have arisen-the essence of good gov
ernment-has been a frequent Alaskan 
legislative characteristic. Nowhere has 
this been more clearly shown than in 
the field which Alaskans deem of fore
most importance-education. 

Alaskans early forestalled the problem 
of teacher shortage which has troubled 

nearly every State, by paying its teachers 
salaries that exceeded those in the States, 
thereby showing a true appreciation of 
the men and women to whom they en
trusted the training of their children. 
Each successive Alaska Legislature has 
increased teachers' wages. Nor is that 
all. Each school district has the au
thority to add to the pay provided in 
the Territorial scale, and often does. 
The result is that Alaska's public schools 
rank high. 

Alaskans · were the first to grasp the 
great strategic importance of Alaska to 
the Nation. From the earliest days of 
his arrival here, in 1933, Alaska's former 
Delegate, the late Anthony J. Dimond, 
whom some of the older Members will 
remember appreciatively, pleaded for 
Alaska defenses. He pleaded in com
mittee, on the fioor, and in the War and 
Navy Departments. Four years before 
Pearl Harbor he prophesied in this body 
that the Japanese would attack without 
warning. Unfortunately his vision and 
wisdom were not heeded. Despite his 
unceasing efforts, Uncle Sam's Military 
Establishment in Alaska up to 1940 con
sisted of 1 obsolete infantry post surviv
ing from the gold rush days, as useless 
in modern warfare as our western forts 
dating from the Indian wars. Had Tony 
Dimond's warning been heeded, Alaska 
would not have been the only American 
area invaded. Had the Alaskans' coun
sels on this national issue been accepted 
by Congress, our people would have been 
spared the cost and casualties of the 
Aleutian campaign to expel the Asiatic 
enemy from our continent. 

Finally I should cite as an example of 
political maturity the recent action of 
Alaskans to hasten statehood. Im
patient at the delay in the fulfillment of 
treaty and party platform pledges, their 
1955 legislature appropriated $300,000 
for a convention which would draw up 
a constitution for the State of Alaska. 
After a spirited election 55 delegates
the same number that met in Phila
delphia in 1787 to draft the Constitution 
of the United States-met for 75 days 
at the University of Alaska. There they 
drafted a constitution which political 
scientists assert compares favorably with . 
any similar document. The people rati
fied it at an election in April 1956. At · 
the same election they approved an 
ordinance authorizing the election of 2 
United states Senators and a Represent
ative to go to Washington and knock 
at the door of Congress for admission. 
In this procedure they followed the stir
ring example of Tennessee, whose people, 
impatient because the first 3 Con
gresses had not granted them statehood, 
called a constitutional convention in 
1796, elected 2 Senators and sent them to 
the National Capital to demand Tennes
see's admission. A similar procedure was 
followed next by Michigan, then by Iowa, 
and by my own State of California. 
California, even less patient than Ten
nessee, jumped right over the period of 
territorial tutelage into statehood. 
Three other States, Minnesota, .Oregon, 
and Kansas, have followed the same pro
cedure, but none have exhibited the 90-
year Job-like patience of Alaska. 

Yes, Alaskans are mature. Indeed, 
they bring far more experience to their 
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prospective government than was avail
able in many earlier Territories at the 
time they became States. · I am con
fident they will contribute greatly to 
our national counsels, bringing first
hand knowledge of a vast and important 
area, the only terrain under the Amer
ican .flag which extends both into the 
Arctic and into the Eastern hemisphere. 

There remains the question whether 
Alaska can support statehood. Alaska 
can. 

·Alaska~s present revenue structure is 
based principally on an income tax de
signed on a percentage of the Federal 
income tax. It thus permits flexibility, 
the percentage being altered by each 
legislature according to need. It ob
viates for the taxpayers the headache 
of having to :figure out two different in
come tax returns; it makes for ease of 
checking, since the territorial tax de
partment has access to the Federal re
turns; it saves thereby collection costs. 
It is a wonder to me that States which 
have State income taxes have not 
adopted Alaska's formula. 

Other taxes are a per case tax on 
salmon based on the vaiue of pack, busi
ness license taxes, and a variety of ex
cises on liquor and tobacco as well as a 
head tax on every adult receiving in
come in the Territory. There is a 5-per
cent gas tax earmarked for highways. 
There is neither a territorial property 
tax nor a territorial sales tax. These 
are left to the lesser political units
muni:cipalities and school districts-but 
they remain as aces in the hole should 
more revenue be needed to support state
hood. 

Alaska has no indebtedness. Alask!t 
has no counties and hence no county 
taxes. Alaska now conducts, as stated 
previously, all the needed services of 
government except those which Con
gress has specifically prohibited. These, 
which will be added under statehood, 
and the estimated annual costs of oper
ating them are, in round figures, as 
follows: 

Courts, $2 million; fisheries and wild
life management, $2 million; Governor's 
oftlce and legislature, $500,000, totaling 
an additional $4¥2 million a year. 

But against these additional liabilities 
there are substantial offsets. 

Part of the cost of managing the 
fisheries and wildlife is already being 
expended by the territorial department 
of ftsh and game with a $400,000 an
nual appropriation. 

Approximately $1,500,000 annually 
will be forthcoming from 70 percent of 
the net revenues of the Pribilof Islands 
seal fisheries. This has for 47 years been 
wholly a Federal operation in. which, 
though an Alaskan resource, Alaska has 
not shared. The statehood bill properly 
provides for such sharing. 

Fines, fees, and forfeitures of the court 
system, revenues derived from the State 
lands, and miscellaneous receipts make 
up an amount estimated at $500,000 an
nually. 

Last year, Congress, in anticipation 
of statehood, and in lieu of participation 
in the Federal reclamation program, 
awarded Alaska 90 percent of gross re
ceipts from the oil, gas, and coal leases 

on the public domain. Oil was struck 
last summer on the Kenai Peninsula, 
and since then oil leases at the present 
rate of 25 cents an acre have been filed 
on 25 million acres. which though only 
one-fifteenth of Alaska's area and a 
small part of its potential oil lands, al
ready presents an accrual of approxi
mately $2 million a year. Moreover the 
filing is continuing. 

With the establishment of a second 
pulp mill-another year-round indus
try-at Sitka, which will go into opera
tion in 1960, national forest receipts now 
running to about $150,000 annually, will 
be doubled. 

Alaska was never included in the Fed
eral aid highway program during its 
first 40 years, from 1916 to 1956. Alaska 
had to depend on its own revenues and 
on annual Federal appropriations which 
were never substantial except during a 
5-year period when a few highways re
quired by our defense program were con
structed. Alaska was finally included, 
in 1956, in the old Federal highway aid 
program, but not in the thruway pro
gram, although paying all the new taxes 
to support it in the States. 

However, the formula for Alaska's par
ticipation in the old highway aid pro
gram was changed to reduce the area on 
which the allotment was based, to one
third of Alaska's actual area. In return 
for this considerable reduction Alaska 
is to be permitted to use the funds for 
maintenance as well as for new con
struction. · Alaska's matching share will 
be about $1,500,000, which can be more 
than met by Alaska's gas tax which now 
produces $3,500,000 a year or $2,000.,000 
more than required for Federal match
ing. 

Thus it will be seen that the safely 
anticipated revenues closely approximate 
the added costs of statehood. To. meet 
any additional costs, the State of Alaska 
can, if it wishes, levy a property tax 
and a sales tax. They supply an ample 
margin for additional income. But 
Alaskans• expectations, which I consider 
warranted, are that the greatly increased 
development brought about by statehood 
will substantially augment the existing 
sources of revenue. 

The many positive advantages of 
granting statehood to Alaska I shall leave 
to others to develop. I will rest my case 
for statehood on these three undeniable 
facts: 

First. We have solemnly pledged state
hood for Alaska, and good faith at long 
last requires the fulfillment of the vari
ous pledges we have made. 

Second. Alaskans have fully demon
strated their capacity for self-govern
ment. 

Third. Alaska has the revenue and the 
resources to support statehood. 

The time to admit Alaska as the 49th 
State is here and now. 

Mr. PILLION. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
for recognition. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 
New York is recognized for 1 hour or any 
part thereof. 

Mr. PILLION. Mr. Chairman, it is a 
matter of great regret to find myself in 
opposition to the amiable and distin
guished gentleman from New York who 

has so ably presented and expounded the 
case for statehood here today. 

This bill is of vital importance to the 
future .course of this Nation's history. 
It strikes at the vitals of our constitu
tional structure. 

Essentially, statehood involves the 
question of what constitutes an equitable 
apportionment of political power. All 
governments, good or bad, merely rep
resent different systems for the distribu
tion, the separation, and the execution 
of power. 

The civilian population of Alaska is 
160,000. The combined vote of theRe
publican and Democratic Parties in the 
last, 1956, election was only 28,266. 

This bill would grant to this handful 
of Alaskan citizens, first, the power to 
select and be represented by 2 Senators 
in the United States Senate; second, the 
power to select and be represented by 1 
Member in the House of Representatives; 
third, the power to select and be repre
sented by 3 electoral voters in the choice 
of a President. 

This grant of power to Alaska is not 
a newly created power. This sovereign 
power now rests in the people of the 48 
States. Statehood will deprive the peo
ple of the 48 States of their present rep
resentative power in the House, in the 
United States Senate, and in the election 
of a President. 

Before making this decision, we ought 
to ask ourselves: 

Does this bill conform to the spirit and 
the intent of our Constitution? 

Will this bill tend to perfect this 
Union? 

Will this bill promote the general wel
fare of the Nation's people? 

Statehood would grant 2 United States 
Senators to 160,000 people residing in 
Alaska. They would possess the power 
of representation for their interests, in 
the ratio of 1 Senator for each 80,000 
people. 

Alaska's 2 Senators and its excessive 
power, for example, would potentially 
nullify the will of California's 14 million 
people, of Illinois' 10 million people, of 
Georgia's 4 million people, and of the 
voters of each of the other 48 States. 

The voters, in Alaska, would have three 
electoral votes. An average of 1 elec
toral vote for each 50,000 inhabitants. 
The people of the 48 States average 1 
electoral vote for each 300,000 popula
tion. 

This is not the effective political equal
ity for each citizen that we believe in. 

The framers of our Constitution 
founded a Republic. They attempted to 
combine the best features of both, the 
Federal and National, types of Govern
ment. 

The powers granted to the Federal 
Government were limited. Residual 
sovereign power was reserved to the 
States and its people. The plan of two 
Senators for each State Government 
conformed to the Federal nature of our 
Union. The Senators were envisioned 
to act as protectors of States rights 
against encroachment by the Federal 
Government. The selection of United 
States Senators by the State legislatures 
was coupled with the design of accounta-
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bility to the State Governments rather 
than to the people of the States. 

The 17th amendment to our Constitu
tion was ratified on April 8, 1913. This 
basic change in the mode of the selec
tion of Senators destroyed the rationale 
for the distribution of two seats to each 
State. It is interesting to note that no 
State has been admitted to the Union 
since the adoption of the 17th amend
ment. 

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Chairman, I make 
the point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
count. [After counting.] Eighty-six 
Members are present, not a quorum. The 
Clerk will call the roll. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol
lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 

[Roll No. 65] 
Anderson, Dies 

Mont. Dingell 
Auchincloss Dowdy 
Bass, Tenn. Durham 
Bentley Eberharter 
Buckley Engle 
Burdick Fenton 
Carnahan Gordon 
Celler Gregory 
Chiperfield Gross 
Christopher Gubser 
Clark Hays, Ark. 
comn Jenkins 
Colmer Kearney 
Davis, Ga. Kilburn 
Davis, Tenn. Knutson 
Dawson, Ill. LeCompte 
Dent Lennon 
Den ton Lesinski 

Morris 
Powell 
Rivers 
Robeson, Va. 
Scott, N.c. 
Scrivner 
Sheppard 

· Shuford 
Sieminski 
Smith, Kans. 
Springer 
Steed · 
Teague, Tex. 
Trimble 
Vhi son 
Wa tts 
Willis 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. MILLs, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
<H. R. 7999), and finding itself without 
a quorum, he had directed the roll to be 
called, when 378 Members responded to 
their names, a quorum, and he sub
mitted the names of the absentees to be 
spread upon the Journal. 

The Committee resumed its sitting. 
Mr. PILLION. Mr. Chairman, the 

Senators, today, are accountable only to 
their constituents. They are, no longer, 
responsible for preserving the powers of 
their States. Their prime interest must 
lie in expanding national power to satisfy 
their areas with Federal funds. 

The Senate, today, is a second popular 
legislative body. Its election continues, 
however, to be based upon the theory of 
an equality among States of a Federal 
Republic instead of equality among citi
zens of a national democracy. 

The 12th amendment upheld the right 
of political parties to require Presidential 
electors to pledge support for the party's 
nominee for President. The President, 
for practical purposes, is a popularly 
elected President. 

He, no longer, exclusively represents 
the Nation, independent of political 
pressures. 

As the recognized head of a political 
party, the President is called upon to 
compromise the national welfare, with 
sectional and local political practicali
ties. 

The 16th amendment provides a source 
of unlimited taxing power to our Na
tional Government. It has encouraged 

the assumption of powers wholly beyond 
the original concept of our Constitution: 

There is no measurement of naked 
political power. However, expenditures 
and taxes are a fair estimate of the exer-
cise of political power. · 

The people of this country pay a total 
tax of more than $100 billion per year. 
The National Government takes more 
than 75 percent of this. The remaining 
25 percent goes toward the support of 
our State, local, and school governments. 

We have, step by step, evolved from 
a Federal Republic into a national 
democracy. 

Twenty-five States, with a population 
of 31 million people, constituting 18 
percent of the Nation's population, con
trol 50 votes and have the majority 
power in our Senate. 

This imbalance of political power is a 
prime factor in our huge · Federal bu
reaucracy, its wastages, and the conse
quent burdensome Federal taxes. Ev
ery question in Congress, and even in 
the executive department, is tinted with 
practical politics. 

Our Constitution was not shaped for 
our present form of government. The 
imbalances of power, the removal of re
strictions upon national power, are fatal 
weaknesses in our present constitutional 
structure. We function as a national 
democracy under rules that were de
signed for a federal republic. 

The grant of 2 United States Senators 
and 3 electoral votes to Alaska's 28,000 
voters is repugnant to the proper appor
tionment of representation in a national 
democracy. It violates the spirit and 
intent ·of our Constitution. It is incom
patible w·ith the ideal of political equal
ity for our citizens. 

The equitable measurement of repre
sentation for a dominant national gov
ernment is that of representation in 
proportion to population. It is the only 
protection of a majority against a pre
ponderant power of a minority. 

Statehood by increasing the power of 
the minority will tend to break down 
our two-party system. It leads to coali
tions based on sectional interests. 

Statehood will accentuate the separa
tion between political power and the 
voting citizens. It encourages legisla
tion by political expediency instead of 
sound principle. 

This bill will not make a more perfect 
Union of our States. It will not promote 
the general welfare. · 

It can only produce future injustices 
and further weaken the Nation's wel
fare. 

Can the constituents of the individual 
Members of this House rely upon the 
Senators and the Representatives of 
Alaska to protect and advance their in
terests? 

Are we willing, do we have the moral 
right, to take the basic voting rights 
away from our constituents and transfer 
them in an excessive and disproportion
ate degree, to this small group of citi
zens? 

Mr. Chairman, it is most disturbing 
to read the incessant flow of slogans and 
ftammatory statements coming from the 
overzealous advocates of statehood. 

"Patriotism," "right to vote," "coloni
alism," "second-class citizens," "taxa-

tion without representation," "the 
promise of statehood," ''discrimination:• 

These are charges that we hear re· 
peatedly. If true, they would be a re
tlection upon the integrity and the wis
dom of this Congress. Particularly, 
upon the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. I will attempt to shed a 
little light on these charges. 

. This publicity emanates from the 
Alaska and the Hawaii Statehood Com
missions. These two public bodies have 
spent more than $1 million in the last 10 
years of taxpayers' funds to lobby this 
Congress for statehood. They are, by 
far, the biggest spending lobbies in this 
country. 

The propriety of a Territorial or State 
government, using vast public funds to 
publicize and promote a purely pol~tical 
objective, is most questionable. 

The election by Alaska of three Ten
nessee plan Congressmen was not only 
presumptuous but it is also a brazen at
tempt to coerce this Congress. 

The Alaska Statehood Commission has 
published this claim: 

"In two World Wars and in Korea, 
they have fought, in number exceeding 
the national per capita average." 

My figures only include World War II 
inductees. In that war, according to the 
Library of Congress, there were only 
3,482 draftees from Alaska. This is 
about 50 percent of the ratio of the na
tional contribution to the armed services. 

We certainly cannot justify the claims 
that one segment of our Nation is more 
brave or more patriotic than any other. 
This issue is irrelevant to the political 
question of statehood. Certainly, Alaska 
should not be denied statehood, despite 
the poor mathematical showing in World 
War II. 

COLONIALISM 

The proponents of statehood advocate 
statehood claiming that it would avoid 
the stigma of colonialism. 

The question of statehood is solely and 
wholly a domestic problem. It is an ad
mission of abject weakness to allow for· 
eign opinion to decide the conduct of 
our internal affairs. 

We should not fear to disappoint our 
foreign enemies. Our friends need no 
explanations. 

PRECEDENT 

The advocates of statehood rely upon 
the use of precedent to lend validity to . 
their claims. 

Actually, legislative bodies do not rec· 
ognize precedent. That is a principle 
applicable only to the judiciary. 

The Tennessee plan for the admission 
of States originated with the Northwest 
Ordinance. This ordinance provided for 
the admission of States upon attaining 
a population of 60 ,000 people. But, at 
that time, the population of the country 
was only 3,600,000. 

When Tennessee was admitted, it had 
a population of 105,000, or one-fiftieth 
of the Nation's 5,300,000 people. 

According to this ratio, Alaska ought 
to have a population of over 3 million 
before it could qualify for statehood. 

It is claimed that Alaska has an in· 
choate status of statehood because of a 
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pronouncement by the Supreme Court 
that it is an incorporated Territory~ 

This is another fictional doctrine of 
the Supreme Court. The problem of 
statehood is exclusively a political one. 
This is another attempted intrusion by 
the Supreme Court into legislative func
tions. 

GOVERNORS' CONFERENCE 

The impact of publicity favoring state
hood is well illustrated by this recital 
of the official actions of the governors' 
conferences. 

Resolutions favoring statehood for 
Alaska and Hawaii were adopted at the 
annual governors' conferences, succes
sively from 1947 to 1952. 

In 1953 a memorandum was sent to 
each governor of the 48 States indicat
ing the loss of representative power for 
each State. Since 1952, no resolution 
has been adopted by the governors' con
ferences recommending statehood for 
either Alaska or Hawaii. 

PROMISE OF STATEHOOD 

The supporters of statehood claim that 
there has been either an expressed or 
implied promise of statehood. 

Actually, no one could possibly make 
a valid promise, expressed or implied, on 
behalf of the Congress and the Presi
dent. These assertions are merely self
serving wishful delusions. 

POLITICAL POWER OF TERRITORIES 

Alaska, today, possesses general legis
lative power to enact laws relating to 
its property, affairs and government. 
Its powers are similar to the powers of 
our sovereign States. 

Although Congress has reserved the 
right to disapprove Territorial legislation 
no law passed by either Alaska or 
Hawaii has ever been disapproved ·bY 
Congress. 

There are two differences, both rela
tively minor, in the functioning of the 
Alaskan Territorial government and that 
of our State governments. 

The Governor of Alaska Is appointed 
by the President instead of being elected 
by the people of the Territory. 

The regulation of fishing is retained 
by the Federal Government. 

Alaska does not appear to seriously 
want either an elected Governor nor ad
ditional power to regulate its fishing 
rights. 

Alaska has not presented a compre
hensive program for additional powers. 
The proponents of statehood have con
centrated upon their drive for power in 
Congress. 

In fact, Alaska is most ably repre
sented by its distinguished Delegate. 
Most Members of this House are lim
ited to serving on one major standing 
committee. The distinguished Delegate 
from Alaska enjoys the unique advan
tage of membership on four committees, 
Agriculture, Armed Services, Interior 
and Insular Affairs, and Merchant Ma
rine and Fisheries. 

No Member of this House has the op
portunity of serving on this imposing 
list of committees. 

The record of the distinguished Dele
gate from Alaska indicates exceptional 
successful service on behalf of the Ter
ritory. His constituents are not second 
class citizens. 

I am positive that any time the peo
ple of Alaska decide to seriously present 
corrective legislation for their exagger
ated ills, they will find a sympathetic 
and receptive committee and Congress. 

A small clique of Alaskan residents 
strenuously claim the right to vote. 

Let us examine the complexion of its 
population: 

The civilian population of Alaska is 
160,000; this excludes about 55,000 mem
bers of the armed services. 

There are approximately 20,000 de
pendents of members of the armed 
services. 

There are 16,000 noncitizen Federal 
employees and about 16,000 noncitizen 
dependents of Federal employees. 

There are about 20,000 transient and 
seasonal employees. 

The permanent citizen population is 
less than 90,000 people. 

Out of this population, 35,000 are 
Aleutian, Eskimo and Indian natives. 
These people do not want statehood. 

Certainly, the great influx of its pres
ent population was aware of the political 
status of this Territory. 

They certainly cannot claim that their 
"right to vote" is being unjustly with
held. These recent arrivals are the most 
vociferous in their drive for political 
power. 

THE ECONOMY OF ALASKA 

The advocates of statehood paint a 
most fanciful picture of the promised, 
land if Alaska is only given statehood. 

It is most disheartening to see the po
litical and business leadership of ·this 
great land delude themselves and the 
people with this political panacea. 

The development of Alaska is not de
pendent upon statehood. The wealth of 
Alaska or of any other land is not con
tained in her lands or lakes or forests. 

The wealth of any land lies in the 
hearts, the minds, and the muscle of her 
people. 

The drive for statehood is a political 
diversion that keeps Alaska from seri
ously examining into the causes of her 
economic sickness. 

The income of Alaska for the year 1956 
was distributed as follows: 
Mining, income was ___________ $24, 000, 000 
Forestry, income was__________ 34, 000, 000 
Fishing, income was___________ 78, 000, 000 
Farming and miscellaneous____ 8, 000,000 

Private-nongovernmental 
income totaled ________ 144,000,000 

Defense and Government spend-
ing ------------------------- 356, 000, 000 

Total of all income ______ 500, 000,000 

Private business totaled less than one
third of her income. More than two
thirds of her income was derived from 
Government spending. 

The Federal Government spent more 
than $122 million in fiscal1958 for purely 
civilian purposes. Military construction 
amounts to about $100 million a year in 
addition to the regular defense spending. 

This civilian Federal aid and Federal 
defense spending amounts to $2.50 for 
every $1 of private-enterprise income. 

Alaska is a glaring example of the fail
ure of the welfare state. Its total Fed
eral taxes are only $45 million a year. 
It receives in Federal nonmilitary hand-

outs about three times what it pays into 
the Federal Treasury. 

It seeks more political power in order 
to squeeze more Federal feeds out of 
Washington. 

Alaslm is long on politics and short on 
economics. It suffers from both politi
cal and economic illnesses. Alaska has 
.an artificial economy. It is a land of 
scarcity of goods and an overabundance 
of political oratory. 

The politica-l atmosphere in Alaska is 
hostile to the creation of wealth and job 
opportunities. It has one of the .highest 
tax rates of any State:-

The cost of living in Alaska is fan• 
tastically inflated. This is partly caused 
by unionized monopolistic high wages, 
and a lack of economic productivity. 

There is relatively little savings or 
profit for capital investment for the crea
tion of productive wealth and jobs. 

The labor force in Alaska varies from 
about 30,000 in the winter to about 50,000 
in the summer. About 21,000 of these, 
or one-ha-lf of the peak labor force are 
union members. Only one-fourth of the 
labor force in the 48 States are union 
members. 

Of course, the high laboring wages in 
Alaska are rationalized by the theory 
that Uncle Sam pays the bill, so the sky 
is the limit. The citizens of Alaska fail 
to see thalt these high wages also retard 
sound economic development by small 
business and entrepreneurs who cannot 
compete with Uncle Sam. · 

Outside capital refuses to come Into 
Alaska because of its high tax rates, its 
immature politics, and its hostile radical 
unionism. 

Yes, there is discrimination in Alaska. 
However, the discrimination is in favor 
of the Alaskan people a-nd is a discrimi
nation against the taxpayers of the 48 
States. 

JONES ACT 

The Alaskan people have made politi
cal capital out of the Jones Act. They 
claim that they are being discriminated 
against. They sa-y that there is a mo
nopoly to fix high transportation 
charges. 

Actually, Ala~ka is in the same posi
tion as every other port. Foreign ships 
cannot carry cargo between United 
States ports which includes Alaska.. 
· The only exception to this law is that 
Canadian railroads can be used to ship 
between two American points, such as 
Detroit to Seattle. But, Can·adian rail
roads cannot be used to ship between 
Detroit and Alaska. 

Canadian ships do carry cargo to the 
ports of Hyder, Haines, and Skagway. 
There are three lines carrying cargo to 
the ports of Whittier, Seward, and 
Anchorage. There is plenty of competi
tion for this business. 

The Jones Act is not the bugaboo that 
the Alaskan people would have us be
lieve. I cannot believe that the Mer
cha-nt Marine Committee would be so 
unsympathetic that they would not rec
ommend legislation to relieve the people 
of Alaska if they could present a reason
able case. 

Let us examine the mismanagement 
of Alaska's unemployment compensa
tion laws. 
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Alaska has the dubious distinction ·of 

being the only State or Territory whose 
unemployment compensation funds are 
insolvent. 

Alaska borrowed $2,630,000 from the 
Federal Government in January 1957. 
It borrowed another $2,635,000 in Febru
ary 1958. It appears almost certain 
that Alaska will again be forced to bor~ 
row another $2. million or $3 million be
fore the end of the year. None of these 
funds have been repaid as yet. The 
prospects for repayment are not very 
promising~ 

The unemployment payroll deductions 
are 3 percent. The only other State 
with that rate is Rhode Island. Alaska 
also levies 5 percent on employees. 
Only two other States levY a tax on em
ployees for unemployment compensa
tion. 

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PILLION. I yield to the gentle
man from California. 

Mr. HOSMER. This deficit in the 
unemployment fund,. as I understand, 
amounts to over $5 million. 

Mr. PILLION. Yes. As of right now 
it is over $5 million. 

Mr. HOSMER. Would that be an ob
ligation of the new State? 

Mr. PILLION. · Yes, it would,. at the 
end of about 4 years. But, they will 
have to borrow again. They are broke 
now or very close to it. They are down 
to about a $200,000 reserve. 

Mr. HOSMER. That amounts to a 
pretty fair share of the annual tax col
lection, then, I take it. · 

Mr. PILLION. It shows the political 
way in which they handle unemploy
ment funds, not based on an actuarial 
basis but a political situation. 

CALL OF THE HOUSE 

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. Chairman, I 
make the point of order that a quorum 
is not present. 

The CHAmMAN. The Chair will 
count. [After "counting.} Sixty-seven 
Members are present,. not a quorum. 

The Clerk will call the roll. 
The Clerk called the roll, and the fol

lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 

[Roll No. 66} 
Albert Durllam 
Arends Eberharter 
Ashley Engle 
Auchincloss Farbsteln 
Bailey Fenton 
Barden Gordon 
Bass, Tenn. Gregory 
Bentley Gross 
Breeding Gubser 
Buckley Haskell 
Burdick Hays, Ark. 
Byrnes, Wis. Hays, Ohio 
Carnahan Hillings 
Celler James 
Christopher Jenkins 
Clark Jensen 
Coffin Kearney 
Colmer Kilburn 
Davis, Tenn. Kluczynskl 
Dawson,lll. Knutson 
Dent LeCompte 
Dies Lennon 
Dowdy Magnuson 

Morris 
Moulder 
Powell 
Radwan 
Rains 
Rivers 
Robeson, Va. 
Scott,N. c. · 
Scrivner 
Sheppard 
Shuford 
Sieminski 
Siler 
Smith, Kans. 
Spence 
Steed 
Trimble 
Vinson 
Vursell 
Watts 
Wharton 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. MILLS, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee 
having had under consideration the bill 

CIV:--581 

(H. R. 7999) to provide for the admission 
of the State of Alaska into the Union, 
:finding itself without a quorum, he 
caused the roll to be called, when 352 
Members responded to their ' names, dis
closing a quorum to be present, and he 
submitted herewith a list of the absentees 
for printing in the Journal. 

The Committee resumed its sitting. 
The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman from 

New York [Mr. PILLION] is recognized. 
Mr. PILLION. Mr. Chairman, just 

previous to this rollcall I had stated that 
the total payroll deductions for unem
ployment tax in Alaska amounted to 3 
percent from the employers and one
half percent from the employees. 

The average payroll deduction in the 
48 States is only 1.4 percent. 

The average weekly wage in Alaska is 
$138. Their. unemployment compensa
tion benefits. range from $45 to $70 per 
week. 

This maximum unemployment benefit 
of_ $70 per week is higher than the aver
age weekly wages in 17 of our States. 

This is a partial answer to Alaska's. 
high cost of living, the failure to attract 
business capital, and her other economic 
and political troubles. 

It is claimed by the . proponents of 
statehood that Alaska's economy is de
pressed by the mismanagement of public 
lands by the Department of the Interior. 

Congress has already passed a law giv
ing Alaska two sections-Nos. 16 and 3~ 
out of each township . . Surveys ·have 
been made upon 230,000 acres which are 
now being held in trust for Alaska. 

Oil leases are being signed at the rate· 
of 5,000 a year. Alaska is entitled to 
90 percent of all royalties which amount 
to 37 Y2 percent. The backlog here is 
about 5,000 applications. 

The Small Tract Act allows individuals 
to purchase up to 5 acres at an appraised 
value of about $10 per acre for the con
struction of homes. There is no back
log in this program. 

. There is .no holdup or backlog on 
mining leases. A prospector can :file on 
a location or a mine anyWhere. 

Any person can homestead 160 acres 
for himself and 160 acres. for his wife, by 
living there 2 years. There is no backlog 
in this program. 

The Territory of Alaska has never pre
sented any detailed or specific complaints
or recommendations for any · improve
ment in the administration of the public 
lands of Alaska. 

Her general, vague, unsupported. un
verified charges are merely a diversion
ary tactic in their battle for the political 
power of statehood. 

Mr. Chairman, statehood for Alaska will not solve the problem of representa
tion in Congress for all of our citizens. 
It will only open the door to and create 
a series of additional insoluable situa
tions. 

If Alaska with a civilian population of 
160,000 is granted statehood, what justi- . 
fication can there be for denying state-· 
hood to these other areas: 

First.· Hawaii with a . population of 
500,000 citizens where Mr. Bridges and· 
the- Communist-controlled ILWU will 
certainly infiuence or control the se
lection of 2 United States Senators and 
2 Representatives. 

Second. The District of Columbia with 
830,000 citizens. If the right to vote is 
our only test, thenhow can we deny these 
people 2 Senators and .3 or 4 Representa
tives in Congress. The inhabitants, here, 
are citizens too. · 

Third. The Commonwealth of Puerto 
Rico has 2,500,000 citizens. By the way, 
this island, I am informed, is a hotbed 
of communism. What reason do we have 
to deny these people statehood with 2 
United States Senators and 8 to 10 
United States Representatives. 

Fourth. The Pacific island of Guam 
has a total citizenship of 65,000. They 
have their own Territorial legislature. 
They have repeatedly passed resolutions 
asking that a Delegate be sent to our 
Congress. 
· That is the first demand toward state
hood with 2 United States Senators and 
1 Representative. 

Fifth. The Virgin Islands, with 30,000 
citizens, is also seeking a Delegate to our 
Congress. 

If we grant statehood to Alaska, we 
should also.be prepared to met these ad
ditional demands. To grant statehood 
to Alaska and deny statehood to these 
other citizens will only aggravate our 
problems, and justly intensify the pres
sures for statehood and representation in 
Congress for these other citizens. 

Mr. Chairman, Alaska's difficulties are 
primarily economic, and not political. 
She must seek to reorient her economy i! 
f;;he wants to cure her ills. Statehood is 
only a political diversion. 

For the 48 States, statehood would be a 
tragic political misadventure. It is not. 
the proper or the wise solution to this 
problem. · 

This bill ought to be recommitted for
the good of both the citizens of Alaska. 
and the citizens of the 48 States. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Chair
man, wtll the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PILLION. I yield. 
. Mr. MILLER of Nel:)raska. I notice the 
gentleman referred to Guam, the Virgin 
Islands, and Puerto Rico as possible new 
States. Does the gentleman feel that we 
have made any commitments at all to 
Alaska and Hawaii relative to statehood? 

Mr. PILLION. None whateve~; no one 
can make a commitment on behalf of this 
Congress or the President. 
. Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Does the 
gentleman recognize that Franklin 
Roosevelt, and Harry Truman, and 
Dwight D. Eisenhower have all recom
mended statehood for Alaska.? 

Mr. PILLON. They are all fine gen
tlemen. but it is rather far afield when 
the power to grant .statehood lies wholly 
within the House and the Senate, and no 
one can bind the Members of this Con
gress in a matter such as that. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I agree with 
the gentleman. Does the gentleman alro 
realize that both political parties for 12 
years at their conventions adopted reso
lutions in which they favored statehood 
for Alaska? 

Mr. PILLION. It is an unfortunate 
situation that political platforms are 
drawn up in the heat of campaigns or 
just before an election for the purpose, 
as the gentleman knows, of attracting 
votes. It would be much better if our 
political parties drew up their platforms 
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at a time when they were not seeking 
votes and could consider these matters 
objectively and not for the sole purpose 
of attracting votes. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield further? 

Mr. PII:..LION. I yield. 
Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Does the 

gentleman realize that all Gallup polls 
taken in the last 10 years have shown 
overwhelmingly, in all sections of the 
country, that the people themselves feel 
that Alaska is entitled to statehood? 

Mr. PILLION. Well, unfortunately, 
the Gallup polls do not always reflect 
the mature judgment of the people who 
are polled. I happened to take a poll 
in my district on the question of whether 
the people in the district wanted to delay 
statehood. There were 110,000 question
naires sent out, and the returns, surpris
ingly, were 2% to 1 in favor of delaying 
statehood until communism was eradi
cated from Hawaii and there would be no 
chance of Mr. Bridges and Mr. Foster 
and Khrushchev having 2 representatives 
in the United States Senate and 2 in 
this House. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I sent a 
questionnaire to the Fourth District in 
Nebraska, also some 80,000. There were 
some 20 questions on the questionnaire. 
One of them was, "Do you favor immedi
ate statehood for Alaska?'' Seventy
eight percent of the votes returned, a 
large group of them, said "Yes." 

Mr. PILLION. Well, the difference, 
I think, lies in the fact that year after 
yaar I have told the constituents of my 
district about the Communist situation 
in Hawaii, what Mr. Bridges has done 
there, the control he has over the Ter
ritorial legislature, arid have told them 
recently of the Governor of the Terri
tory of Hawaii extending an offer of a 
public office to Jack Hall, the convicted 
_communist lieutenant of Harry Bridges, 
a key figure in the international Com
munist conspiracy. And he was ten
dered a public office by the Republican 
Governor in the Territory of Hawaii. It 
indicates the strength, the political in
:fluence, of the Communist Party in Ha
waii. Of course, after the people know 
the facts, both sides, you do not find them 
so eager for statehood; you do not find 
them voting 4 or 5 to 1 for statehood. 
Of course, the Hawaii Statehood Com
mission, as I stated here before, has spent 
$1 million or more in the past 10 years 
publicizing only the fine music, the de
lectation of visitors, the rhythm of the 
Hawaiian music, all of which is very nice 
but has nothing to do with the political 
problem of statehood. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. In our re
port on page 34 in reporting this bill it 
says: 

The Constitution itself provides that Con
gress shall decide when and how new States 
shall be admitted. • • • In a long series of 
cases, the Supreme Court of the United States 
has held that an unincorporated Territory is 
"an inchoate State," the ultimate destiny of 
which is statehood. 

Mr. PILLION._ As I stated in my state
ment here, I feel that the question of 
statehood is purely a political one, ex
clusively within the jurisdiction of the 
Congress, and any pror ... ouncement such 

as was read by the distinguished gentle
man from Nebraska is an attempted in
trusion on the part of the Supreme Court 
to tell this Congress what to do and what 
not to do. And it is time the Supreme 
Court limited itself to its proper func
tion and not attempt to establish politi
cal policy for the United States. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Of course, 
you and I live in a country where honest 
and sincere men and women, may, can, 
and do differ in their thinking, their po
litical thinking. 

Mr. PILLION. Surely. 
Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. We would 

not have it any other way. 
Mr. PILLION. Naturally. 
Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. That is 

natural. And the gentleman made a 
scholarly address as to his position on 
Alaska. To me it is almost convincing. 

Mr. PILLION. I am sorry about that 
word "almost." 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. But I am 
trying to point out that all the Gallup 
polls and our Presidents have all recom
mended statehood. Perhaps they also 
may be right. At least we ought to give 
those who support statehood the right to 
an expression of opinion. 

Mr. PILLION. I certainly concede the 
sincerity of the motives of the persons 
who favor statehood. I have no quarrel 
whatever with those persons who do. 

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PILLION. I yield. 
Mr. SAYLOR. I would like to ask the 

gentleman whether or not he believes in 
States rights? 

Mr. PILLION. Yes; of course. 
Mr. SAYLOR. If the gentleman be

lieves in States rights, why does he make 
such a point of the fact that the unem
ployment-compensation fund being 
raised by employers and employees in 
Alaska is not the same as it is in New 
York State or in Pennsylvania? '!·hat 
is a matter for the people in Alaska to 
determine; is it not? What business is 
it of this Congress? 

Mr. PILLION. Will the gentleman 
permit me to explain that? 

Mr. SAYLOR. Yes. 
Mr. PILLION. It would, of course, 

not be any of our business if they ran 
a solvent insurance fund, but when they 
go broke, when they go bankrupt, and 
call upon the citizens of the gentleman's 
State and the citizens of the other States, 
the taxpayers, to lend them money, 
which money I do not think will ever 
be repaid, because repayments do not 
start for 4 years, and they have a rate 
at which they pay out the funds and a 
rate at which they collect the funds, 
that do not meet, that do not match, 
that is what makes it different. If we 
lend them $2% million each year for the 
next 4 years, they will owe us $10 mil
lion. I can see no prospect of Alaska, 
under our law, repaying the $10 million. 
It is just another means by which they 
receive moneys that they are not en
titled to. 

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to comment on that, because, looking 
at the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, I found 
that the gentleman from New York just 
a week or so ago voted that his State and 

other States of the Union could do just 
what he is complaining about Alaska 
doing-that is, borrow funds. 

Mr. PILLION. They are solvent. 'That 
is why they can borrow. 

Mr. SAYLOR. If they were solvent, 
they would not have to call upon the 
Federal Government for funds, would 
they? 

Mr. PILLION. In fact, New York State 
has something like $900 million in her 
unemployment fund. 

Mr. SAYLOR. I would like to ask an
other question. I know of no Member 
of this House of Representatives or of 
the other body in favor of communism, 
wherever it may be found. But the argu- -
ment the gentleman just made is that 
we should not admit Alaska or Hawaii 
to statehood until communism has been 
stamped out; is that so? 

Mr. PILLION. That is very much so. 
I think it would be a great tragedy to 
permit Hawaii to come in and to permit 
Harry Bridges to select 2 Senators for 
the Senate and 2 Members for the House. 

Mr. SAYLOR. J. Edgar Hoover just 
made the statement a short time ago 
that there are more Communists in New 
York City, and in the State of New York, 
than in all the rest of the country put 
together. Is the gentleman in favor of 
carrying his argument to its logical con
clusion, of excluding the State of New 
York, its 43 Members of this House and 
2 United States Senators, from represen
tation in this Congress, until the people 
of New York stamp out communism? 

Mr. PILLION. The number of Commu
nists has no meaning in tllis problem. It 
is the power that they wield. If one of 
them were the head of the security forces 
in the country, that would be as signifi
cant as having 1,000 card-bearing mem
bers of the party who did not have the 
power. There they have the power and 
they use it. That is the important thing. 
They are using it in Hawaii to the fullest 
extent. They consolidated their strength 
in the labor-union field. They consoli
dated their strength in the political field, 
where the ILWU is stronger than either 
the RepubUcan or the Democratic Party 
in Hawaii. They control the politics of 
Hawaii. That is what is important. 

Mr. SAYLOR. Am I correct, then, that 
the House at the present time is consid
ering H. R. 7999, a bill to provide for the 
admission of Alaska as a State into the 
Union? Is that the bill that we are con
sidering at the present time? 

Mr. PILLION. That is correct. 
Mr. SAYLOR. Then the gentleman's 

argument seems to be that because 
Harry Bridges has some effect, in the 
gentleman's opinion, in Hawaii, Alaska 
should not be made a State. I should 
li-ke to find out the logic of the gentle
man's position. 

Mr. PILLION. A few years ago, as the 
gentleman will remember, Hawaii was 
the Territory that should have state
hood. It was the Territory that quali
fied in every respect, not Alaska. Alaska 
was in the background. The strategy of 
the proponents of statehood for both 
Alaska and Hawaii is to let Alaska run 
interference for Hawaii, so that Alaska 
can come in. The issue of Communists 
is not important there. But once Alaska 



1958 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE . 9229 
is in, the stampede will be on to give 
Hawaii statehood next. If you grant 
statehood to 160,000 people in Alaska, 
what justification could there be for 
denying statehood to 500,000 people in 
Hawaii? · 

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PilLION. I yield to the gentle
man from California. 

Mr. HOSMER. The distinguished gen
tleman from New York who preceded 
the gentleman made some reference to 
the so-called shoehorn argument, that 
Alaska's statehood would act as a shoe
horn to achieve Hawaiian statehood. Is. 
that the item to which the gentleman is 
speaking at this moment? 

Mr. PILLION. There is no question 
about it. Alaska is just running inter
ference for the idea of bringing in Hawaii 
immediately thereafter. 

Mr. FORRESTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PILLION. I yield to the gentle
man from Georgia. 

Mr. FORRESTER. I was interested 
in the gentleman's observation that Ha
waii would be the next on the list. May 
I ask the gentleman if he happens to 
have on his desk a pamphlet similar to 
the one I have on my desk, which states 
that Puerto Rico also wants us to con
sider statehood for it? 

Mr. PILLION. Guam and the Virgin 
Islands-they are all in there. They all 
want representation in our Congress. 
Once we. go along with statehood for 
Alaslta, following the 17th amendment 
we have a principle now we can stand on 
until we. can adjust our situation with 
regard to representation for these peo
ples. Once we grant statehood for Alaska 
then, of course, the. others will say they, 
too, are entitled to two Senators in the 
United States Senate. 

Mr. FORRESTER. I did want the 
gentleman to know I did have that pam
phlet, and that Puerto Rico is now fig
uring to ask for statehood also. 

Mr. PILLION. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. BEAMER. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. PilLION. I yield to the gentle

man from Indiana. 
Mr. BEAMER. I think the gentleman 

is to be congratulated on his very forth
right statement, and I wish to compli
ment him. I was going to ask the other 
gentleman from New York [Mr. O'BRIEN] 
a question, but perhaps the gentleman 
now on the fioor can answer it. There 
are many questions that I think should 
be answered about this specific bill. I 
hope item by item it will be discussed 
by members of the committee. 

On page 11, at the bottom of the page, 
subsection (j) , and continuing onto page 
12, there is indication that any funds 
that will be used for school purposes 
shall be prohibited from use for paro
chial schools. Is that in the gentleman's 
opinion going to be discriminatory 
against Catholics or any other people 
who are religiously and diligently try
ing to educa{!e the people of this country? 

Mr. PILLION. I do not know. I really 
do not. know about that. 

Mr. BEAMER. I think it is something 
that should be answered. 

Mr. PILLION. The gentleman from 
New York [Mr. O'BRIEN] perhaps can 
answer it. 

Mr. O'BRIEN of New York. Is the 
gentleman suggesting that a bill that r 
am supporting here is written so as to 
be antagonistic to any religious group? 

Mr. BEAMER. I am merely asking 
the question. I was wondering if it might 
be so implied. r do not know. 

Mr. O'BRIEN of New York. No. The 
committee considered the separation of 
church and state, in which I very firmly 
believe, ar:d that is in the bill. 

Mr. BEAMER. Suppose, then, we have 
some Federal-aid-to-education proposal 
as we have had in the past. Are we go
ing to eliminate any parochial schools 
from such aid which might go to Alaska 
in the event it becomes a State, or any 
other present Territory becomes a State? 
I think we should project that into the 
future and determine whether or not we 
are answering all the questions in rela
tion to this particular issue. 

Mr. BARTLETT. If the gentleman 
will yield, my recollection is that that 
provision t<l' which the gentleman from 
Indiana alludes is exactly the same as is 
found in other enabling bills for States. 

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PilLION. I yield to the gentle
man from California. 

Mr. HOSMER. I was interested in the 
gentleman's colloquy with the other gen
tleman from New York with respect to 
the Constitution in relation to having so 
many Senators or less. Because of that, 
let me ask the gentleman this question: 

It is about a matter that is being talked 
about, that some of the ·larger States, 
if this condition is made, that the people 
there might have to go to the device of 
dividing their States into two or more 
States in order to regain their proportion 
of representation in the other body. 
Under our Constitution, would it be pos
sible for some of our existing States to 
divide in order to secure or in order to 
resecure for themselves representation in 
the other body to which they are now 
entitled? 

Mr. PILLION. As I understand it, the 
only State might be Texas, but as a prac
tical proposition it would be a rather 
difficult situation. 

Mr. HOSMER. As I understand it, in 
about 1860 a resolution was passed by 
my own State of California to divide into 
two States and enabling legislation was 
passed here in the Congress, which I 
think is still on the books, although the 
California law was taken off the books 
some 20 or 25 years later. 

Mr. PILLION. I regret to say I am 
not enough of a constitutional authority 
to give the gentleman a definite answer. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of the bill. 

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? -

Mr. EDMONDSON. I yield. 
Mr. ASPINALL. I have asked the 

gentleman to yield simply to advise the 
members of the committee that the 
gentleman from Oklahoma who is JlOW 
going to address us will take 5 or 10 
minutes of time and not more than 

that, and then it will be the intention 
of the gentleman from Colorado to move 
that the Committee rise. I understand 
there are many Members who have im
portant engagements. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman, 
there are more eyes upon this House 
today, across the world, than there have 
been on any matter before us this year. 

They are not only the eyes of our 
American people, who have indicated by 
every poll on the question that they 
favor, overwhelmingly, Statehood for 
Alaska. 

They are also the eyes of free men 
in all parts of the world-who look to 
see if America still stands for what we 
stood in 1776. 

LET US END COLONIALISM IN ALASKA 

No American should ever forget that 
this Nation of ours was the first colony 
in history to free itself from colonial 
rule. 

The decision made, our fathers pro
claimed to the world the principles 
which guided them, and us, ever since. 
These principles include the equality of 
men, the inalienability of their rights, 
their consent to be governed. Another 
principle which had lighted the torch 
of revolution over a year earlier, was "no 
taxation without representation." These 
principles have guided us to national 
greatness. 

Today, we are flouting those basic 
principles and have been for some time. 
I refer to Alaska. By the standards our 
fathers set, and by a long train of other 
abuses similar to those against which 
they revolted, Alaska is a colony. This 
is an unwelcome, hardly credible fact. 
Today, we have the opportunity to rec
tify it by giving to Alaska-as we have 
35 times to other areas since' our Union 
was founded-the equality of Statehood, 
and government by consent, and repre
sentation in their taxation. Unless we 
do this, the taxation Alaskans have 
borne for 45 years will continue to be 
taxation without representation, which 
our pioneering forefathers correctly 
identified as tyranny. 

There are various ways of defining a 
colony. We can draw such a definition 
from our own colonial experience. A 
colony is a dependent area in which the 
important political d.ecisions are made 
somewhere else. When those decisions 
also adversely affect the colony's inhabi
tants-especially if for the benefit of 
residents of the superior or colonial 
power-then the latter is guilty of colo
nialism. The use of political power to 
create economic advantage for nonresi
dents of the colony is the quintessence 
of colonialism. That is happening in 
Alaska today. 

Forty-two years ago Congress passed 
the Federal-Aid Highway Act-a highly 
important and beneficial piece of legisla
tion. Alaska was excluded from it-ex
cept in the national forests-although 
Hawaii and even Puerto Rico--:which 
pays no Federal taxes whatever-were 
included. Instead, Alaska got an occa
sional, wholly inadequate handout, in 
annual special appropriations, which 
were appreciable for only a few years, 
when national defense required them. 
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Congressmen with votes deliberately ex
cluded Alaska-which had no vote
from participation. Even in the case of 
the national forest highways, the Con
gress, for some years, reduced Alaska's 
share under the established formula, de
priving Alaska of some $7 million-which 
was not returned to the Federal Treas
ury but divided among the States with 
national forests, whose Congressmen had 
the votes to switch this sum to their 
States. Every Alaskan was short
changed thereby for the benefit of state
side constituencies. This was a plain and 
unvarnished act of colonialism. 

Another more recent example: The 
Interstate Highway bill, enacted in 1956, 
contained some new and additional taxes 
on trucks, trailers, tires, and gas. Alaska 
was excluded from the benefits of this 
great supplementary highway program, 
but included in the taxation, despite the 
wholly reasonable plea of Alaska's vote
less Delegate, that Alaska sh(')uld be 
either included in both, or excluded from 
both. Today, in consequence, whenever 
an Alaskan goes to his gas station and 
says, "Fill 'er up," he is paying a cent a 
gallon to build the superhighways in 
every State of the Union from Alabama 
to Wyoming, but not in Alaska. That is 
colonialism. 

Under the same act, he is paying an 
additional 3 cents a pound · on tires
likewise for throughways not in Alaska. 
There is a striking analogy between that 
3 cents a pound on tires that Alaskans 
must pay, and the 3-pence-a-pound tax 
on tea which caused our colonial fore
fathers to dump it into Boston Harbor. 
It was colonialism then in the Thirteen 
Colonies. It is colonialism now in the 
Alaska colony. Alaska has since been 
included in the old Federal Aid High
way Act, though on a reduced formula. 
But the years of Alaska's exclusion from 
participation have left it with a negligi
ble highway system-3,500 miles, in an 
area one-fifth as large as the 48 States. 

Thirty-eight years ago, Congress 
passed what is officially known as the 
Merchant Marine Act of 1920. In 
Alaska, it is known as the Jones Act, 
after its sponsor, the late Senator Wes
ley L. Jones, of the State of Washing
ton. The act continued for shippers of 
freight across the country and the 
oceans beyond, the beneficial alternative 
for use of either domestic or foreign car
riers-foreign meaning principally Ca
nadian. But in section 27 of the act 
were inserted the words "excluding 
Alaska," which meant that of all 
areas-foreign and domestic-Alaskan 
consignors or consignees of shipments 
were denied the benefits of these pro
visions. The purpose of this discrim
inatory language was to benefit, instead, 
some of Senator Jones' constituents en
gaged in the shipping, transfer, and 
wharfage business in his home city of 
Seattle. This it did, but at the ex
pense-the heavY expense---of Alaskans. 
Budding Alaskan enterprises, which had 
been ·shipping their manufactures 
through the port of Vancouver and over 
Canadian railways, were compelled by 
the act to ship through Seattle, tripling 
their costs and putting them out of 
business. 

Subject ever since to the Seattle or its history ·which impels the conclu· 
steamship monopoly, with rates specially sion that it was intended to deprive Con
high for Alaska only, in the transfer gress of the power so to act"-Alaska v. 
charges from railway to dock, for Troy (358 U. S. 101, February 27, 1922). 
wharfage, and then for ocean freight to So the highest Court of the land, now 
and from the Alaskan community of housed in a beautiful edifice, over whose 
origin or destination, Alaska's cost of portals is deeply chiseled in marble the 
living has soared, until it is the highest ; legend "Equal Justice Under Law," de
under the flag. If anyone questions that cided that it is legal and constitutional 
this imposition by Congressional Act was to discriminate against a Territory. Can 
not a flagrant example of colonialism, anyone, any longer, assert that justice 
let him wait a moment to hear that is equal for the residents of the colonial 
fact judicially confirmed. dependency, Alaska? Do we need still 
Fo~ the Alaska Territorial Legislature, further proof that Alaska is a colony, 

meetmg the following year, and highly and its inhabitants victims of colonial
indignant at this discrimination, ordered ism? 
the Territorial attorney general to take For 38 years, ever since the passage 
the matter to court. The legislators be- of the Jones Act Alaska's voteless Dele
lieved that the discriminatory language gates have introduced bills to remove 
of the Jones Act was a violation of the from it the discriminatory words "ex
commerce clause in the Constitution, eluding Alaska." In vain. Those in
which, in sectio:r: 9, limit~ the powers of terests that enjoy the "special privilege," 
Congress, and m the sixth paragraph to which the Solicitor General of the 
declares: United States made reference, have the 

No preference shall be given by any regu- votes to retain it. It has cost-and con
lation of commerce or revenue to the ports tinues to cost-the people of Alaska mil
of one State over those of another. lions of dollars annually for the benefit 

Ultimately, the case came before the 
United States Court. Alaska's attorney 
general argued that the Jones Act had 
deprived Alaskans of the enjoyment of 
all the rights, advantages, and immuni
ties of citizens of the United States, 
guaranteed them by the treaty of cession 
with Russia, and that furthermore, the 
Constitution had been specifically ex
tended to Alaska in section 3 of the 
Organic Act of 1912. To Alaskans, it 
looked as if Senator Jones had over
reached himself in his desire to benefit 
his constituents at the expense of Alas
kans, and they waited, with hopeful con
fidence, that the highest Court in the 
land would do them justice. 

The case for the Government and 
against Alaska was presented by the 
Solicitor General of the United States, a 
distinguished Philadelphia lawyer, 
James M. Beck. Let us note well the 
words of his concluding argument: 

If the Fathers had anticipated the con
trol of the United States over the far-distant 
Philippine Islands, would they, whose con
cern was the reserved rights of the States, 
have considered for a moment, a project that 
any special privilege which the interests of 
the United States might require for the ports 
of entry of the several States should by com
pulsion be extended to the ports of the 
colonial dependencies. 

What the United States Department 
of Justice was arguing was that any spe
cial privilege which the interests of the 
United States might require, should pre~ 
vail over any rights claimed for the 
people of a colonial dependency. The 
colonial dependency in this case was 
Alaska. Colonialism could not have 
been avowed more frankly than it was 
by the executive branch of the Federal 
Government, defending the action of the 
legislative branch before the judicial 
branch. 

And the Supreme Court agreed with 
that view. Mr. Justice McReynolds, 
rendering the opinion for the Court, 
said, "the act does give preference to 
ports of the States over those of the 
Territory," but that the Court could 
"find nothing in the Constitution itself 

of these vested interests in Seattle, who 
had the political power to write this dis
crimination into the law, and the politi
cal power to keep it there. That is co
lonialism, as crude-if not cruder-than 
any against which our forefathers 
poured out their blood and treasure. 

But that still is not all. The astro
nomical Alaskan costs of living are fur
ther raised by another manmade, state
side discrimination of long standing. 
We have seen colonialism at work to the 
disadvantage of the colonials in the 
Alaska dependency in two important 
fields of transportation-highways and 
steamships. We shall now see it in a 
third field-railways. 

About half a century ago, the railways 
of the United States started developing 
so-called export-import tariffs, by which 
the rail part of the haul for overseas 
shipments was reduced. The areas to 
which these beneficial, lower rates were 
extended, were gradually increased un
til they included every country border
ing on the Pacific Ocean, except Alaska. 
Thus, the tariff on the rail haul from any 
point in the United States to the port 
of exit, Seattle, is substantially higher
sometimes over 100 percent-if the tag 
on the shipment indicates that its ulti
mate destination is in Alaska. For the 
same article, originating in the same fac
tory, shipped in the same way, even in 
the same ear-in other words, for the 
identical service=-the charge to Alaskans 
is higher than if the tag shows the ship
ment is destined for Hawaii, Japan, 
Australia, the West Coast of Mexico, 
Central or South America, or even Com
munist China. Alaskans began, 10 years 
ago, to protest to the railroads against 
this exclusive discrimination. They got 
nowhere. Five years ago, they were en
couraged by enlisting the support of the 
General Services Administration. Its 
concern was aroused not so much for 
Alaskans in general, but because the 
Federal Government itself was being 
charged the higher rate on supplies and 
materials destined for the military bases 
in Alaska. The General Services Ad-
ministration was likewise unable to per• 
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suade the railroads to give Alaska the 
same treatment accorded all other areas 
in the Pacific. The General Services Ad
ministration then started a formal pro
ceeding before the Interstate Commerce 
Commission. Docket No. 31755, entitled 
"United States of America against Great 
Northern Railway ·Company et al."
the "al" being nearly all the other rail
ways-was decided last June 6. It need 
surprise no one that it was decided ad
versely to Alaska. 

So again we have a situation where in
terests in the United States-in this case, 
the railways-levy discriminatory rates 
against the residents of the colonial de
pendency Alaska. 

Statehood would put an end to the dis
crimination in the Jones Act. That much 
is implicit in the Supreme Court's deci
sion. It might not automatically secure 
for Alaska the export-import tariffs en
joyed by every other area in the Pacific. 
But .give to the new State of Alaska an 
Alaska Congressional Delegs.tion, with 
votes, and all of us know that discrimi
nation would not long endure. 

Surveys by the U.s: Civil Service Com
mission, made public last January, show 
that the cost of living was 41.7 percent 
higher in Juneau than in Washington, 
56.7 percent higher in Anchorage, and 66 
percent higher in Fairbanks. These fig
ures are already obsolete, for since they 
were issued the Seattle Steamship 
monopoly has demanded-and secured, 
over the protests of Alaskans-another 
15 percent increase in freight rates. 

These are only a few of the instances 
of colonialism visited on Alaska. 

Another flagrant example is in the 
salmon fisheries, once Alaska's greatest 
natural resource, and the Nation's great
est fishery resource. Alaska was the one 
and only Territory denied the right to 
manage its fisheries and wildlife. The 
canned salmon industry, headquartered 
in the Puget Sound area, has fought 
every Alaska attempt to increase the 
limited amount of self-government af
forded by the Organic Act of 1912. They 
were sufficiently influential to keep the 
control of the fisheries in a Federal bu
reau-where they wanted it. For 45 
years, ever since their first legislature, 
Alaskans have pleaded with Congress to 
·transfer the fisheries to Territorial con
trol and to prevent thereby the depletion 
which they foresaw and which has now 
taken place, with tragic consequences 
for the Alaskan fishermen, and the 
Alaskan public generally. From a high 
of over 8 million cases in the middle 
1930's, the pack has dropped to less 
than 3 million cases in each of the last 
3 years. So serious was the decline, that 
the Eisenhower administration felt 
obliged-for 3 successive years-to de
clare the fishing communities to be 
disaster areas. 

The Alaskans' principal grievance is 
directed against ·a device-the fish trap
a large structure anchored in the path 
of the salmon, which catches them in 
large quantities-too large for conserva
tion. The fish traps have been abolished 
in the other Pacific salmon areas, Brit
ish Columbia, Washington, and Oregon, 
where the people control the resource. 
The fish-trap ownership is concentrated 

chiefly in a few absentee companies. 
The 23 successive legislatures, memorials, 
directed at Congress, have requested the 
abolition of the traps. Bills introduced 
in each Congress by Alaska's voteless 
Delegate, have made the same request. 
Finally, in a desperate effort to be heard, 
the people of Alaska, on a referendum in 
1948, voted 19,712 to 2,G24-a ratio of 
over 7 to 1-for trap abolition. All of 
this was in vain, however, and there has 
been no Congressional action. 

The Federal agency supposed to regu
late the salmon fishery-for the last 18 
years the Fish and Wildlife Service of 
the Department of the Interior-despite 
its manifest failure to check the steady 
decline in the resource and carry out its 
prescribed conservation function, does 
not object to retention of the traps. 
Thus, in a conflict between the few 
stateside fish-trap beneficiaries, and 
virtually the entire population of Alaska, 
the Federal agency throws its full weight 
and authority on the side of the special 
privilege ir.. the colonial power, and over
rides the far greater interest of Alaskans. 
That is colonialism. But let no one 
doubt that the entire American people 
are not also the victims in the loss of 
tax revenue, in the cost of disaster relief, 
and in the destruction of a once great 
national resource. · 

These are by no means all of the ex
amples of colonialism which have ham
pered the development of Alaska, and 
which should have long since have been 
ended. It would take hours to relate 
them all. 

Is it not regrettable that at a time 
when colonialism is agitating the world 
as never before in its history, and is so 
clearly on its way out--except within 
the orbit of Russian imperialism-the 
United States has missed this great op
portunity to be true to its traditions 
and give mankind a clear example, by 
action, of what our Nation has so long 
stood for? 

Is it not a paradox that while we have 
failed to take this obvious course, Great 
Britain appears to have appreciated the 
world tide, and has been rapidly grant
ing her form of self-government to her 
former colonies? Consider the list of 
new governments which have been 
granted independence either within or 
without the British Commonwealth: 
India, in 1947, Pakistan and Burma in 
1948, Ceylon in 1955, and Sudan in 1956, 
Ghana and Malaya in 1957, and the 
West Indies Federation in 1958. 

It is high time that we Americans put 
an emphatic and decisive stop to colo
nialism-which we now practice in un
fair and oppressive form against the 
pioneering Americans of Alaska-and 
provide by action here for admission of 
Alaska as our. 4.9th State. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. EDMONDSON. I am glad to yield 
to my distinguished friend from Vir
ginia. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. The gentle
man has founded his remarks on the 
idea of colonialism. Of course, we have 
Puerto Rico and something over 2 mil
lion people as opposed to some 80,000 in 
Alaska. I would like to know if the gen-

tleman proposes to give statehood to 
Puerto Rico, to the Virgin Islands, to 
Hawaii, to Guam, and to any other out
lying Territories on the ground that 
otherwise we are guilty of what the gen
tleman thinks is such a terrible thing 
as colonialism. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. I will say to my 
good friend that I do not think we can 
establish in the case of these other areas 
a case for colonialism that is clearly 
established in our treatment of Alaska. 
I do not believe, until you have that 
kind of case established, that you can 
make a case for justice and equity in 
these other places as you can in Alaska. 

Mr. O'BRIEN of New York. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. EDMONDSON. I yield to the dis
tinguished gentleman from New York. 

Mr. O'BRIEN of New York. Would 
the gentleman not agree that at least 
70 percent of the people in Puerto Rico 
do not want statehood; that if we are 
discussing colonialism in relative terms, 
they have more self-government than 
the incorporated 'i'etritory of Alaska be
cause they elect their own governor and 
they keep their own taxes? Alaska, 
which is an incorporated Territory, the 
highest status next to statehood, has less 
self-government than Puerto Rico. 

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. EDMONDSON. I yield to the gen- . 
tleman from California. 

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Chairman, I think 
the gentleman has made a very nice 
speech, particularly to readjust these 
freight rates. But I think he has been 
in something of a semantic shuffle on 
the matter of colonialism. I would not 
like to see this record go with that un
challenged. Colonialism as it is known 
as a word throughout the world today is 
something entirely different from the 
situation that we have in Alaska. It is 
the domination by one nation of a peo
ple of a different land, of supposedly a 
lesser economic and social development. 
The gentleman relates this to the people 
of the United States who rebelled in 1776 
and if he does, he relates it to something 
that was entirely different, because it 
was 151 years before 1776 that the peo
ple came to this continent and started 
the creation of a new and separate cui-. 
ture, government, and environment. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
disagree with my friend, and I do not 
yield further, for a speech. 

Mr. PILLION. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. EDMONDSON. I yield to the 
gentleman from New York. 

Mr. PILLION. Can the gentleman 
tell us how much tonnage would be 
shipped to Alaska that is not being 
shipped now because of the Jones Act 
discrimination? 

Mr. EDMONDSON. I have no infor
mation on that point. I can only pre
sume, . in answer to that question, that 
if freight rates were lower there would 
be an increase in freight shipments to 
that area. 

Mr. PILLION. Freight rates, of 
course, do not enter into this. As far as 
the bill eliminating the Jones Act dis
crimination is concerned, to which the 
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gentleman referred, is there any idea 
how much would be shipped up to 
Alaska? 

Mr. EDMONDSON. I am ~orry I can
not supply that infor~a~wn t~ the 
gentleman, but I think ~t 1s a fa1r. as
sumption that a lowermg of freigl?-t 
rates would bring about greater busi
ness interests in that area, great~r 
population, and greater traffic m 
freight, 

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. ChairmaJ?-. I 
move that the Committee do now nse. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the Committee rose; aJ?-d 

the Speaker having resumed the cha.Ir, 
Mr. MILLS, Chairman of the Commit
tee of the Whole House on the State. of 
the Union reported that that Commit
tee having had under consideration the 
bill, (H. R. 7999) to provide for the ad
mission of the State of Alaska into the 
Union, had come to no resolution 
thereon. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Mr. 

McGown, one of its clerks, anno:unced 
that the Senate had passed w1thout 
amendment bills, a joint resolution, and 
concurrent resolutions of the House of 
the following titles: 

H. R. 1342. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Helen Harvey; 

H. R.1466. An act for the relief of Dr. 
Thomas B. Meade; 

H. R. 2763. An act for the relief of Hong-to 
Dew; 

H. R. 4215. An act amending sections 22 
and 24 of the Organic Act of Guam; 

H. R. 4445. An act for the relief of the es
tate of Mr. Shirley B. Stebbins; 

H. R. 6176. An act for the relief of Fouad 
George Baroody; 

H. R. 6528. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Lyman C. Murphey; 

H. R. 6731. An act for the relief of Harry 
Slatkin; 

H. R. 7203. An act for the relief of Dwight 
J. Brohard; 

H. R. 7645. An act to provide for the re
lease of restrictions and reservations con
tained in instrument conveying certain land 
by the United States to the State of Wis
consin; 

H. R. 8039. An act for the relief of Ed· 
ward L. Munroe; 

H. R. 8071. An act to authorize the Secre
tary of the Army to convey an easement 
over certain property of the United States 
located in Princess Anne County, Va., known 
as the Fort Story Military Reservation, to 
the Norfolk Southern Railway Co. in ex
change for other lands and easements of 
said company; 

H. R. 8433. An act for the relief of Capt. 
Laurence D. Talbot (retired); 

H. R. 8448. An act for the relief of Willie 
C. Williams; 

H. R. 9012. An act for the relief of Alex
ander Grossman; 

H. R. 9109. An act for the relief of John A. 
Tierney; 

H. R. 9362. An act to provide for the con
veyance of certain real property of the United 
States to Post 924, Veterans of Foreign Wars 
of the United States; 

H. R. 9395. An act for the relief of Cornelia 
V.Lane; 

H. R. 9490. An act for the relief of Sidney 
A. Coven; 

H. R. 9514. An act for the relief of Valley
dale Packers, Inc.; 

H. R. 9738. An act to authorize the Secre
tary of the Navy to convey to the city 9f 

Macon, Ga., a parcel of land tn the said city 
of Macon containing 5.39 acres, more or less; 

H. R. 9775. An act for the relief of William 
J. McGarry; 

H. R. 9991. An act for the relief of Felix 
Garcia; , 

H. R. 9992. An act for the relief of James 
R. Martin and others; 

H. J. Res. 586. Joint resolution to authorize 
the designation of the week beginning on 
October 13, 1958, as National Olympic Week; 

H. Con. Res. 17. Concurrent resolution au
thorizing the printing of additional copies 
of House Document No. 232, 84th Congress; 
and 

H. Con. Res. 228. Concurrent resolution au
orizing the printing as a House document 
of the pamphlet entitled "Our American 
Government. What is it? How Does It 
Function?" · 

The message also announce~ that the 
Senate agrees to the report of the com
mittee of conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the amend
ments of the Senate to the bill <H. R. 
5836) entitled "An act to readjust postal 
rates and to establish a Congressional 
policy for the determination of postal 
rates, and for other purposes.'' 

POSTAL RATE READJUSTMENT 
Mr. MURRAY submitted a conference 

report and statement on the bill <H. R. 
5836) to readjust. postal rates and to 
establish a Congressional policy for the 
determination of postal rates, and for 
other purposes. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Speaker, may I 
inquire of the majority leader if it his 
purpose to call up this conference report 
tomorrow? · 

Mr. McCORMACK. The conference 
report will be the first order of business 
tomorrow, and thereafter the considera
tion of the Alaska statehood bill will 
continue. 

COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS 
Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan

imous consent that the Committee on 
Ways and Means may have until mid
night tonight, May 21, to file a report 
on the bill H. R. 12591, including, of 
course, supplemental views. 

Mr. MARTIN. Is the gentleman also 
incorporating in his request provision 
for a minority report? 

Mr. MILLS. Yes; all supplemental 
views, including minority views. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ar-
kansas? · 

There was no objection. 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON ASTRO
NAUTICS AND SPACE EXPLORA
TION 
Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that the . Select 
Committee on Astronautics and Space 
Exploration may have until midnight 
Saturday to file a unanimoUs .repoz:t 
on H. R. 12575, a bill to provide for .re
search into problems of fiight within 
and outside of the. earth's atmosphere, 
and for other i:m.rposes; in other words, 
the so-call~d outer space agency that 
will be .established. · 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mas
sachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

LIBERALIZING OUR SOCIAL 
SECURITY SYSTEM 

Mr. FINO. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani
mous consent to extend my remarks at 
this point. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. FINO. Mr. Speaker, in the past 6 

years, on numerous occasions I have 
spoken on the floor of this House to 
urge that we liberalize and humanize 
our social security system. 

During my three terms in Congress, 
I have introduced and spoken in sup
port of a number of my bills which 
would: 

First. Lower the retirement age to 60 
for men and 55 for women. 

Second: Eliminate the age limit for 
total and permanent disability benefits. 

Third. Strike out the "work clause" 
for persons over 65. 

Fourth. I n c r e a s e the minimum 
monthly benefits. 

Fifth. Provide a 10 percent increase 
in all benefits. 

Sixth. Eliminate the penalty for 
women who retire at age 62; and other 
corrective and necessary measures. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to again 
speak in behalf of my bill, H. R. 2865, 
which was reintroduced January 1957. 
Briefly, it will provide full social se
curity benefits to men at age 60 and 
women at age 55. I am convinced that 
the task at hand is to improve and 
alleviate the condition of many of our 
senior citizens who, because of factors 
beyond their control, are unable to 
work or find employment. My bill is an 
important means to this good end. 

As I have stated on prior occasions 
the purpose of our social security sys
tem is to further the social, economic, 
and psychological well-being of the 
people in such a way that consideration 
is given to their individual capacities 
and their basic needs. It is becoming 
continually more apparent that our 
present retirement age requirements in
tensify the social problems of thousands 
of neglected, needy persons in this 
country. 

The objectives of my proposal do not 
present a radical change in the primary 
purpose of the Social Security Act. But, 
I believe, the legislation would give the 
system the ability to be more responsive 
to the widely differing needs of older 
workers in our country. Moreover, with 
a. lower retirement age many of our 
younger people, among the 5 million un
employed, will have an opportunity for 
work that is not presently within their 
grasp. 

Mr. Speaker, I do not believe for 1 
minute that there would be mass re
tirement of employed workers in re
sponse to my legislation. It is dimcult 
to imagine that a. health;v and happily 
employed worker of 60 will leave his job 
for a chance to collect . a monthly re-
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tlrement check of $60 or $80 or even 
the maximum benefit of $108.50. The 
incentive to do this is simply not there. 
It is a fact that those who work and can 
work remain on the job far beyond the 
minimum retirement age. And the 
great majority of those who do retire, 
do not do so by choice but because of 
poor health, family decisions and other 
reasons. A small 5 percent retire volun
tarily while they are in good health to 
take advantage of the benefits they are 
offered. 

I am aware of the fact that this pro
posal will cost money. But, at a time 
when we badly need an increase in con
sumer purchasing power, it would seem 
to be the best kind of economic, as well 
as humanitarian policy, to put this 
money into the hands of people who 
will spend it immediately for the neces
sities of life. 

Undoubtedly the enactment of this 
legislation will call for some adjustment 
in the social security tax schedules, but 
I believe that the workers of this coun
try will be willing to make these in
creased contributions with the knowl
edge that this is a form of investment 
in their own future protection. 

Mr. Speaker, since 1953 when I first 
came to Congress, I am happy to say, we 
have made much progress in improving 
and liberalizing the social secw·ity sys
tem. In 1956, we eradicated for all time 
the bugaboo-that 65 is the only age of 
retirement-which had hamstrung the 
system since it was established back in 
1935. The action of the House of Rep
resentatives in reducing the eligibility 
age for women to 62 was a first step in 
a realistic retirement policy. 

Mr. Speaker, although many inequi
ties were created by granting actuarially 
reduced benefits to women workers and 
wives, and full benefits to widows, one 
good thing resulted-the days when our 
retirement-age figures have gone un- · 
questioned-and age 65 remains invio
late-were ended. The response of the 
American people to the reduction of the 
retirement age, and the institution of 
disability benefits brought about by the 
1956 amendments, shows that they know 
that retirement is not linked to any tra
ditional age but depends, in large part, 
upon the vicissitudes of life. 

Mr. Speaker, although the artificial 
age barriers to employment are no meas
ure of an individual's ability to work, 
it has been shown conclusively that 
many of our older citizens are too old to 
be employed but much too young to be 
eligible for social-security benefits. . I 
believe that this is a situation which we 
cannot tolerate here in the United 
States. The basic problem of the pres
ent is to see to it that the disadvantaged 
of this country obtain their share of 
America's abundance, a larger freedom 
from insecurity, and a better cushion 
against job discrimination because of 
age. 

It is my firm belief that the American 
people want this Congress to act favor
ably on this legislation. My bill will 
enable us to take another step forward 
in our social security system-a system 
which is based on the principle that con
tributions throughout working life shall 
provide the kind of retirement :income 

which preserves dignity and individual 
security for the deserving citizens of the 
United States. I hope the Ways and 
Means Committee will give thoughtful 
and favorable consideration to this bill 
now. By doing so, we will alleviate 
many hardships in millions of American 
homes. 

THE NEED FOR AN EXPANDED PRO
GRAM FOR FORESTRY RESEARCH 
Mr. DIXON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan

imous consent that the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. CuRTIS] may extend his 
remarks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Utah? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Mr. Speak

er, I have introduced today a bill which 
is designed to expand our present pro
gram of research in forestry and forest 
products, and for other purposes. This 
bill is declaratory of the present policy 
of the Congress to promote the efficient 
production, ma-rketing, and utilization of 
the products of the forest. For the at
tainment of this policy, the Secretary of 
Agriculture is authorized and directed to 
conduct and to stimulate research in the 
development, conservation, and manage
ment of forests and the production, mar
keting, and utilization of forest products 
in their broadest aspects. 

To implement this Congressional 
policy the Secretary of Agriculture by the 
terms of this bill is authorized to cooper
ate and enter into contracts with col
leges, school and universities and with 
other public and private organizations 
and individuals. Any contracts or agree
ments made pursuant to this authority 
shall contain requirements making the 
results of research and investigation 
available to the public through dedica
tion, assignment to the Government, or. 
such other means as the Secretary may 
determine. In entering into such con
tracts or in making cooperative arrange-· 
ments the Secretary may arrange for the 
utilization of graduate students in the 
research performed under such contracts 
or agreements and shall take such 
measures as he deems appropriate to 
stimulate interest by graduate students 
in the development and application of all 
phases of forestry and forest products 
utilization research. 

In carrying out the intent and spirit 
of this bill, the Secretary shall empha
size to the extent practicable special and 
early attention to the development of 
new uses and products for low-value 
timber, wood residues, and other prod
ucts, in the improvement and more effi
cient production, harvesting, processing, 
marketing, and use of timber, lumber, 
and other wood products, and the devel
opment of new and improved scientific 
and technical methods and equipment 
for the development, conservation, and 
management of forests and for produc
ing, marketing, and utilizing forest prod
ucts. The emphasis on expanded for
estry research programs is well placed. 
Forestry is not a short-time proposition. 
Where this Nation stands in timber sup
ploy at the end· of the century depends 
largely on actions taken during the next 
two decades. Rapid acceleration of re-

cent encouraging forestry trends is vital 
if the timber resources of the Nation are 
to be reasonably abundant 50 years 
hence. Because of the magnitude of 
potential demand, and the difficulty of 
extending more intensive forestry to the 
millions of small holdings, time is impor
tant. The potential of the land is ade
quate. Our challenge is to make better 
use of it soon. 

My study reveals that the greatest 
need for research in forestry not now 
being met is for basic or fundamental 
work. Progress in the solution of the 
many problems facing our forestry today 
depends on constantly increasing knowl
edge obtained by research and experi
ence. I am happy to report that a very 
considerable amount of research, es
pecially applied :-esearch, is now being 
done by the Federal and State govern
ments, and by private and industrial 
interests. However, because of the pres
sure exerted on these organizations for 
immediate results having direct practical 
application in the management of forest 
properties are in the harvesting and util
ization of the timber crop, they can be 
expected to do little research of a really 
basic nature. If this sorely needed basic 
research is done, it will have to be per
formed by educational institut~ons, es
pecially private colleges and universities, 
and the more forward looking private 
interests, through outright grants, fel
lowships, and particularly research as
sistanceships. 

It is reassuring to note that for the 
first time in many years, our forests are 
growing more wood than we are using. 
Annual wood growth is increasing at an 
accelerated rate. Our commercial forest 
area is expanding. The practice of good 
forestry on private forest lands-farm, 
industrial, and other-is spreading rap
idly. Some of the most intensive forest 
management is on the lands of wood
using industries and other private 
owners. 

These facts, bright as they are, do not 
necessarily mean we shall have more 
wood than we can use in the years ahead. 
Our population is growing; our consump
tion of wood is increasing. Industry and 
government estimates indicate we will 
use wood in an increasing rate · in the 
years to come. To keep forest growths 
ahead of our timber needs is our for
estry job today. Many of us fail to re
alize the significant role our forests play 
in our economy from day to day. Like 
so many things, we have taken our great 
forest resources for granted. In my own 
State of Missouri, the forests have always 
played an import.ant part in the economy 
of Missouri. The half of the population 
living in cities is not as acutely aware 
of their dependence on timber crops as 
are those living on farms and in small 
communities, but they nonetheless af
fected by the condition and productivity 
of the forests and forest industries. A 
recent survey published by the United· 
States Department of Commerce shows 
that 3 out of every 100 persons employed 
in the industries, trades, and businesses 
of Missouri were employed in industries 
directly dependent on timber for their 
raw material. Add to that figure the de
pendents of those· so employed, and the 
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relation of the forests to the State's wel
fare becomes apparent. These statistics 
when multiplied by 48 give us a better 
understanding of the importance of our 
forests to our overall economy. 

general problem of regulating air traffic, 
both military and civilian, the occur
rence of these accidentf? appears to indi
cate that final solutions must be found at 
the earliest possible moment. 

The problems involved here are not 
easy of solution since they concern mili
tary as well as civilian aviation. Due 
consideration must be given, to be sure, 
to both of these branches of our great 
a:viation system. Obviously, security 
considerations and the farflung opera
tions of military aircraft must be kept 
in our minds, but it is also true that the 
safety of civilian aircraft and their 
passengers must be safeguarded. 

I hope and urge that the various Con.:. 
gressional committees having jurisdiction 
over air traffic in these respective fields 
will be prompted by these recent acci
dents to take immediate action in order 
to provide a definite, workable system 
under which air traffic can be effectively 
regulated in the interest of the national 
security and public safety. 

Fundamental research is essential in 
determining the basic facts and prin.;. 
ciples upon which forest management 
and the utilization of forest products 
depend. Research of this type is basic
ally of general application and as such 
is a matter for public participation. 
Federal forest research has placed 
greater emphasis on forest inventory, 
forest protection, the economic aspects of 
forest management, and the utilization 
of forest products. This should be done 
through a reorientation program and not 
through increased appropriations. State 
and private agencies should be en
couraged to expand their programs of 
forest research. Better coordination to 
avoid competition and duplication be
tween Federal, State, and private agen
cies should be effected through the 
establishment of a National Forest Re
search Advisory Council representative 
of private, State, and Federal organiza- ESTABLISHMENT OF AN INDEPEND-
tions interested in forest research. The ENT AVIATION AGENCY 
results of research investigations and Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
studies of forest management and utili- unanimous consent to address the House 
zation should be readily available and for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
currently disseminated to all public and my remarks. 
private forest agencies, and the forest in- The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
dustries and landowners. The bill which the request of the gentleman from 
I have introduced today is a step in the Arkansas? 
right direction. To provide for the needs There was no objection. 
of the future we must plan and think in Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, another 
terms of the needs of the future. This air tragedy occurred yesterday which 
can only be accomplished by a properly again emphasizes the compelling need 
programed plan for the future. for immediate action to place authority 

Starting almost from scratch at the and responsibility in someone to coordi
beginning of this century, American for- nate the use of air space by civil and 
estry has made remarkable advances in military aircraft. 
the past 50 years. What men of vision · Yes, Mr. Speaker, another airliner 
half a century ago saw in the years ahead bashed out of the skies by a military 
fell far short of what actually came to jet--12 dead. Only last month a similar 
pass . . They failed to fully foresee the mishap in Nevada killed 49. 
astounding developments that have Therefore, I have today introduced 
taken place in science, agriculture, and legislation to establish an independent 
industry. They could not know that a aviation agency with complete jurisdic
half century would bring two world wars. tion over the flight of all types of air
All of these things made their impact on craft. 
the forests and on the course of forestry. This is no hastily conceived proposal. 
Forestry, then, should go steadily for- It is based on extensive hearings on air 
ward. Its potentialities for contributing safety by the committee on Interstate 
to national prosperity, security, and and Foreign commerce. It is a step 
progress are very great. Fifty years from urged by leading experts in aviation. 
now, as today, the strength of the Nation, Recent tragic midair collisions dra
Willlie in its people and in its resources. matically underscore the need for this 

SAFETY IN THE AIR 
Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Speaker, the 

tragic aircraft accident involving a 
civilian plane and a National Guard jet 
in the Washington area yesterday, the 
second of its kind in a short period of 
time, most forcibly emphasizes the need 
for Congressional action designed to 
minimize and possibly eliminate these 
terrible accidents. 

While it is true that Congress has given 
considerable attention in the past to the 

legislation. 
As the committee pointed out in its 

report to the House on its investigation 
of the Grand Canyon accident 2 years 
ago, the old "see and be seen" principle 
of preventing midair collisions is out of 
date in this jet age of high-speed, high
altitude flight. 

Regulations and procedures were 
tightened following the committee's in
vestigation of the Grand Canyon acci
dent and subsequent mid-air collisions. 
Amazing progress has been made in 
modernizing our civil airways for the jet 
age. 

The Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce, as the legislative 
committee concerned with the policy 
considerations involved in this problem, 
has, over a period of years, given a great 
amount of attention to various aspects 

9f the air safety problem. It was pri
marilY. through the efforts of our com
mittee that the military apd civil offi
cials of the Government were induced to 
reconcile the two different systems of 
air navigation being pursued sepa
rately-TACAN, VOR/DME-and that is 
now being accomplished-see House Re
port No. 592, 84th Congress, 1st session. 
However, there still exists a need for 
unified control of airspace use and for 
further coordination of air navigation 
and traffic control responsibilities in the 
executive branch of the Government. 
The committee, in January of 1957, sub
mitted a report to the House-House Re
port No. 2972, 84th Congress, 2d ses
sion-pointing out that new equipment 
and new concepts of air traffic control 
must be adopted to meet existing and 
future problems. 

In addition, the Commerce Appropri
ations Subcommittee of the House, un
der the able chairmanship of the Honor
able PRINCE PRESTON, has recognized the 
serious nature of this problem, and fully 
supported the increased budget requests 
by the Civil Aeronautics Administration 
for funds to speed up the improvement 
of existing airways. In its most recent 
report on this subject that committee 
said: 

The ultimate objective should be the cre
ation of one civil aviation agency with com
plete jurisdiction over the use o:f airspace 
by all types of aircraft. 

Again, in the 85th Congress a further 
report on airspace use problems-House 
Report No. 1272, 85th Congress, 1st · ses
sion-was submitted by the Commerce 
Committee, pointing up the relation
ship of airspace use problems to the con
tinued safe and orderly development of 
civil aviation. In this report the atten
tion of the House was called to the Cur
tis recommendation for an independent 
Federal Aviation Agency, as an ultimate 
requirement, and to his interim recom
mendation for an Airways Moderniza
tion Board. 

The need for action now was pointed 
out in the report submitted by the Civil 
Aeronautics Board Monday in which 971 
valid near-miss reports for 1957 were 
discussed. 

The airspace over the United States is 
one of our great natural resources. Civil 
and military aviation must share that 
airspace. Because of divided authority 
between civilian agencies and the mili
tary, there has been a lack of coordina
tion on the allocation of airspace. 

As the CAB pointed out in its report, 
every day 200,000 or more persons fly 
safely through the airspace over the 
United States. They are entitled to the 
maximum protection that can be pro
vided. The hazards resulting from es
sential operation of military aircraft 
must be reduced to the minimum. 

I am confident that new procedures 
and rules of the air can be worked out 
to reduce those hazards. What we need 
to do is create an agency to control our 
airspace and give that agency the per
sonnel and the tools to get the job done. 

Dispersion of authority and responsi
bility has been one of our great prob
lems. Efforts to solve traffic-control 
problems have been delayed or bogged 
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down in a labyrinth of Federal agencies. 
The situation has been one ideal for 
buckpassing and confusion. 

And all this time we have been de
pending on the airplane to defend our 
country and to play a role of growing 
importance in the national transporta
tion system. 

At the time .of our hearings on the 
proposal to create an interim Airways 
Modernization Board-Public Law 85-
133-I expressed a desire to hold hear-· 
ings on this proposed permanent avia
tion agency this year; however, in view 
of the anticipated report from the exec
utive branch, on January 15, 1959, we 
had deferred taking up this matter to 
-allow the executive branch to complete 
1ts study and come forward witb a de
tailed legislative recommendation. Re
cent events make it perfectly .clear that 
we can no longer wait for this recom
mendation. although I do believe that 
sufficitmt time and progress has been 
made by the .executive br.anch so that 
they can indicate their specific recom
mendations on this problem. 

'There · has been plenty of study of 
the problem. On December 31, 1955, 
William · B. Harding submitted his re
port to the Director of the Bureau of 
the Budget, recommending that a study 
of aviation facilities · requirements be 
made to provide for more efficient use 
of national airspace, integrate civil and 
.military expenditures for aviation fa
cilities and to determine what kind of 
Government organization is required to 
control use of the airspace. Subse
quently, the President appointed Edward 
P. CUrtis as Special Assistant for Avia
tion Facilities Planning and directed 
him to make such a study which was 
completed on May 10, 1957 .. and sub
·mitted to the President. 

The report contained recommenda
tions for meeting the Nation's require
ment f-or aviation facilities and pre
sented an organizational program. 

The Curtis report came to the fol
lowing conclusions: 
· First. Airways operations and control 
must be modernized through a compre
hensive and continuous research and 
development program. 

Second. The program must be imple
mented with a Government organization 
geared to meet the modern-day require
ments of both civil and military avia
tion. 
· Third. Such a Government organiza
tion should include the following: 

(a) An Airways Modernization Board 
to handle the research and develop
ment aspects of the problem---:this was 
accomplished by Public Law 85-133, 
which became effective on August 14, 
1957. 

(b) The appointment of a special as
sistant to the President on aviation 
matters until a permanent organization 
can be created. This was accom
plished -on June 14, 1957, by the ap
pointment of Elwood P. Quesada. 

(c) The -establishment of an inde
pendent Federal Aviation Agency into 
which are consolidated all of the essen
tial management functions necessary to 
support the common needs of the mili-

tary and civilian aviation of the United 
States. 

INCREASE IN SOCIAL SECURITY 
BENEFITS 

The principal functions of the Fed-
eral Aviation Agency would be the fol- Mr. LESINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
lowing: unanimous consent to extend my re-

First. Development of long-range air- marks at this point. 
space programs, national airspace pol- The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
icy and the assignment of all United the request of the gentleman from Mich-
States airspace. igan? 

Second. Establishment and operation There was no objection. 
of the air navigation and traffic control Mr. LESINSKI. Mr. Speaker, on May 
system of the United States. 8. 1958, I introduced H. R. 12397, to 

Third. The research and develop- am.end title n of the. Social Security 
ment !'unctions temporarily assigned to Act to increase benefits by 15 percent 
the Airways Modernization Board. across the board. I sincerely believe 

Fourth. The prescription and revision that this modest increase in social secu-
'Of all air safety regulations. rity benefits is essential if the system 

Fifth. Investigation of air accidents, is to fulfill its purpose as set forth by 
including military aircraft involving one of its founders, Michigan State's 
civil damage. Edwin E. Witte, namely, "to assure all 

Specifically, this bill would amend the Americans in all contingencies of life 
Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938 to do the a minimum income sufficient for exist
following things: - ence in accordance with prevailing con

cepts of decency." 
· First. Establish an independent Fed- Specifically this bill would have the 

eral Aviation Agency headed by a civ- if f 
ilian Federal aviation administrator. ·e ect 0 ' first. increasing the minimum 

month]y benefit payable to a retired or 
The CAA, which is now part of the De- disabled individual or survivor or de-
partment of Commerce, would become d t f $ t $ 
the nucleus of the new Federal Aviation pen en rom 30 0 M.50; second, in

creasing the minimum family benefits 
Agency. from '$50 to $57.50 per month; third, 

Second. The functions of the Airways increasing the maximum monthly fam
.l.d:odernization Board would be trans- ily benefit from $200 to $230; and 
ferred to the new Agency. fourth, increasing the maximum lump-

Third. The authority to prescribe civil sum death payment from $255 to 
-air regulations and air-traffi.c rules would $292.50, with the 15 percent increase to 
be transferred from the CAB to the new apply throughout the benefit structure 
agency; however, appeal to CAB would between these minimum and maximum 
be provided from proposed rules which amounts. 
would. in the opinion of users of the air- The present average benefit for a re-
way.s, impose undue burdens on them. tired aged individual is about '$65 a 

Fourth. The responsibility for the al- month, for a totally disabled person 
location of United States airspace would over '50 it is about $75 a month and for 
be v-ested in the Administrator. an aged widow it is only about $50 a 

Fifth. Provision is made in the bill for month. I contend that these amounts 
statnng the new Agency with civilian per- are shockingly low in times like these 
sonnel, but calling for appropriate liai- and are insumcient to provide subsist
son with the military in order to accom- ence for most of these people. Even 
modate national defense requirements. the maximum individual payment of 
'The Administrator is auth.ori:zed to es- $108.50 Is barely adequate in these days 
tablish such military advisory groups as of ever-rising prices for food, shelter, 
he ·may deem necessar.y in this connec- and medical care .. 
'tion. The simple fact is that the social
. Sixth. The Administrator would have security benefit structure has not kept 
the authority to disapprove the location pace with the rising cost of living and 
.of mi.Htary, civil and joint civil-military . increased wages. Therefore, the rela
airports as well as runway layouts, in tive economic position of our retired 
-order to avoid airspace and tramc-con- workers, dependents, and survivors is 
tr-ol problems which would result from steadily deteriorating. The original act 
inappropriately located or uncoordinated in 1935 provided for a range of monthly 
airports and facilities. benefits from $10 to $85 to take effect 

Seventh. The CAB would continue to in 1940. This was not considered lux
have as its major responsibility, the eco- urious at that time when the cost of 
nomic regulation of commercial air car- living was only about 59.9 percent of the 
riers, and assume almost completely a 1947-49 level. In the 18 years since 
quasi-judicial and quasi-legislative role. 1940 the cost of living has gone up more 

Eighth. The CAB would retain its than 100 percent to 122.5 but the maxi
present function of aircraft accident in- mum social-security benefit has lagged 
vestigation, except to the ~extent that it .shameful]y, having increased only about 
might delegate this responsibility to the 35 percent. 
.Federal Aviation Agency in the case of The last increase in social-security 
minor accidents; as well as the respon- benefits was voted in 1954. But between 
sibility of reviewing airmen certificate -1954 and 1957 disposable per capita in
denials, revocations_, and suspensions. eome went up 12 percent and average 
Certificates would be issued by the Fed- weekly wages in manufacturing went up 
eral Aviation Agency in the field of civil 14.6 percent. As we are all painfully 
aviation. aware, the -consumer price index has 

This bill makes no substantive changes risen 6. 7 percent from 1954 to date. 
In the law not necessitated by the crea- But this figure does not ten. the whole 
tion of this new Agency and the conse- .story. The elements of the cost of liv
quent transfer of functions. ing for an elderly retired person are 

. 

' 
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quite different from those for a younger 
person. While the older family may 
spend relatively less than the average 
for homes and home furnishings they 
spend substantially more for medical 
ca.re, and medical costs have risen more 
rapidly than any other element of the 
cost of living. These costs in Novem
ber 1957 were 40 percent above the 1947-
49 level while the overall consumer price 
index rose 21.6 percent in the same pe
l'iod. The impact of this serious in
crease in medical costs can be appreci
ated when we realize that, according to 
a nationwide survey, persons over 65 in
cur 57 percent greater medical costs than 
does the general population. And hos
pital expenses for the average person in 
this age group are 92 percent greater 
than for the population as a whole. 

So much for the overall problem. Let 
us look at the situation from the stand
point of an individual retired family. 
Several years ago a labor union in my 
State of Michigan worked out a budget 
for an elderly ccuple in Detroit. It was 
not an extravagant budget in any 
sense-for example, it allowed one
eighth of a pound of butter per person 
per week, one work shirt and 1% other 
shirts per year for the husband, 1 house 
dress per year, 1 umbrella every 20 years 
and eighty-five one-hundredths of a 
handkerchief per year for his wife. Yet 
this modest budget in 1955 prices 
amounted to about $200 per month which 
is just about twice what the average re
tired worker and his wife are now receiv
ing from social security. 

Moreover, who can ignore the dis
tressing circumstances which led a 
woman to write to syndicated columnist 
Ray Henry this winter: 

My father is 75 and collects $53 a month 
from social security. That's his only income. 
I've been taking care of him for 14 years but 
'now find it necessary to place him in a nurs
ing home. Could he collect any other Gov
ernment benefits to help with this added 
expense? 

The answer to this question was that 
he might be eligible for the federally 
aided old-age assistance program. But 
is public assistance with its needs · test 
the answer to the problem of pitifully 
inadequate social security insurance 
benefits? Obviously not. Congress has 
expressed its views repeatedly on this 
issue as in the report of the Senate 
Committee on Finance on the social 
security amendments of 1950, which 
reads: 

Unless the insurance system Is expanded 
and improved so that it in fact offers a basic 
security to retired persons and to survivors, 
there will be continual and nearly irresistible 
pressure for putting more and m9re Federal 
funds into the less constructive assistance 
programs. We consider the assistance 
method to have serious disadvantages as a 
long-run approach to the Nation's social
security problem. We believe that improve
ment of the American social security system 
should be in the direction of preventing de
pendency before it occurs, and of providing 
more effective income protection, free from 
the humillation of a test of need. 

And again in 1954 the report of the 
House Ways and Means Committee on 

the social security amendments of 1954 
stated: 

The protection afforded by the (Social Se
curity) program may be considered adequate 
only when bene·fits are high enough, when 
added to savings and assets normally ac
cumulated, so most beneficaries will not have 
to apply for public assistance for the ordi
nary expenses of 11 ving. 

I have not even touched on the present 
unemployment situation which of course 
has been another serious blow to the 
economic well-being of the older worker 
who has always had difficulty finding a 
job. Thus more and more of the people 
who are able and willing to work after 65 
are being forced to retire and rely en
tirely on income from social security. 

I feel we can no longer brush aside 
this problem which is fast becoming a 
national disgrace. We must keep faith 
with our older citizens and relieve their 
distressing economic plight. I therefore 
urge every member to support this bill. 

LEGAL MAZE CONFUSES EMPLOY
MENT OF RETIRED MILITARY 
PERSONNEL 
Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point in the RECORD and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request. of the gentleman from Cali
fornia? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Speaker, at least 

35 dual-employment and dual-compensa
tion statutes are now in effect. It is 
a practical impossibility to administer 
them, let alone avoid repeated cases of 
inadvertent hardship and injustice. 

The Army, Navy, Air Force Journal 
for May 17 editorialized on the situation 
as follows: 

LEGAL MAZE CONFUSES EMPLOYMENT OF 
RETIRED 

A most serious effect of the plethora of 
laws which bar retired officers from many 
categories of employment is that it prevents 
Industry and the Government from making 
use of the skill and experience of this out
standing group of trained executives. This 
is particularly important at this time when 
our shortage of manpower in many profes
sional areas is a matter of grave concern. 

As the article on the first page of this 
issue reveals, the dual-compensation, dual
employment, and conflict-of-interest laws, 
many of which date back into the 19th cen
tury, prevent the Government and industry 
from utilizing these valuable men and, at 
the same time, hold the retired officers back 
from incomes which could supplement their 
small retired pay. 

The Department of Defense would do well 
to initiate a complete restudy of the entire 
problem with a view to presenting Congress 
with a comprehensive report of the evils 
of the present laws and recommendations for 
repeal. · 

So tangled is the situation that a study 
I made of it last year consumed 18 pages 
Of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD to explain. 
That study was the basis of H. R. 11744 
and its predecessor, H. R. 1943, which 
I have introduced. The later bill was 
introduced making slight changes in the 
earlier bill, with which changes Chair· 
man Harris Ellsworth, of the United 
States Civil Service Commission advised 

the chairman of the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service. there would be 
no objectipn from the Commission to 
passage of the legislation. 

Since this is a subject which needs 
rectifying, and since there is no objec
tion to the means I have initiated to 
accomplish it, I am in hopes that com
mittee action on H. R. 11744 will be soon 
forthcoming. The same issue of the 
Army, Navy, Air Force Journal carried, 
as mentioned in the editorial, the fol
lowing article which enforces my posi
tion: 
DEFENSE DEPARTMENT MAY STEP IN To EASE 

SERVICE CONFUSION OVER CONFLICT LAWS 

Confusion and conflicting service policies 
confront and bewilder retired military offi-
cers who seek employment with the Govern
ment or with private firms doing business 
With the Government. 

One critical problem is that the three 
service judge advocates disagree on many 
points of law concerning dual compensation, 
dual employment, and conflict of interest. 
In these areas, Pentagon legal authorities 
say, the three services hold almost irrecon
cilable positions. 

The situation now is such that a retired 
officer from one service could, under certain 
circumstances, forfeit his retired pay for 
selling a 10-cent comb to another military 
department, but suffer no penalty for sign
ing a multi-million-dollar research and de
velopment contract. 

Officers from the other services might be 
penalized if they performed either of these 
actions. 

Further confusing the retired officers' 
problem are conflicting decisions of the 
courts and Comptroller General, both of 
whom can override retired policies set by 
the military departments. 

To avoid risking their retired pay and 
rights, and even stiff jail terms, retired mili
tary people must place their primary reli
ance upon the decisions of their respective 
judge advocates. These authorities, in turn, 
concede they are not quite sure of what 
many of the laws affecting retired people 
really mean. 

As a consequence of this muddled state of 
affairs, it can be expected that the Depart-

. ment of Defense soon will take a hand in 
straightening out postservice employment 
problems for retired military officers. It will 
not be able to achieve complete uniformity 
among all the services, officials say, because 
some conflict-of-interest laws apply only 
to one service. 

AN URGENT NECESSITY 

The urgent requirement for clear-cut de
cisions is pointed up in new charges by the 
president of the New York City Bar Associ
ation. He said the present conflict-of-inter
est laws provide loopholes for the unscrupu
lous and traps for the honest but unwary. 

President Louis M. Loeb of the New York 
bar group declared this week that most of 
the conflict-of-interest laws were enacted in 
earlier, simpler days. "Now," he said, "they 
are inadequate to protect the Government 
from subtle forms of corruption and unrea
sonably discourage able persons from ·taking 
Government positions." 

Mr. Loeb's assertions were nothing new to 
retired military officers. They have been 
confounded by similar restrictions !or 
decades. 

Similar attacks on the dual compensation, 
dual employment, and conflict-of-interest 
laws echo yearly through the halls of Con
.gress, but with little practical effect. 

MORE THAN 35 STATUTES 

Pinpointing the need for revision of the 
statutes relating to the employment of re
tired milit&.ry officers, Representative CRAIG 
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HoSMER ('Republican, of California) told the 
House of Representatives last year that "at 
least 35 dual -employment and dual com
pensation statutes are now in effect. It is 
a practical impossibility to administer them, 
let alone avoid repeated cases of inadvertent 
hardship and injustice. This is a situation 
b adly needing a remedy/' 

The Pentagon in 1956 went before Con
gress to urge outright repeal of the dual 
employment and dual compensation 
statutes. 

Service officials described the laws as ex
-tremely complicated, discriminatory, over
lapping, and unrealistic. 

Chairman PAUL J. Kn.DAY (Democrat, of 
'Texas), of the Special House Armed Services 
Subcommittee which considered the 1956 
charges, agreed that there is room for con
siderable improvement. 

None has been forthcoming. 
At present, the scores of unrelated re

strictions on the employment of retired offi
cers add up to a series or ever-tightening 
barriers. Lack of knowledge about any of 
these might cost an officer loss o! his retired 
pay, a stiff jall sentence, or both. 
EIGHTEEN HUNDRED AND NINETY-FOUR BARRIER 

STILL UP 

The basic restrictions upon post-service 
employment of :retired military officers pro
hibits them from holding Government posi
tions if either their retired pay or Govern
men-t salary would equal or exceed $2,500 
per year. Contained in the Dual Employ
ment Act of 1894 (28 Stat. 205, as amended, 
.5 U. S. C. 62), these restrictions apply al
most exclusively to Regular officers .and war
rant officers retired for length of service. 

Enlisted men advanced to officer grade 
upon retirement, pursuant to an act of Con
gress, do not usually fall under the prohibi
tions of the ·act. If, .however, they were ap
pointed as oflicers on the retired list by the 
President, they become subject to the dual 
employment limitations. 

Reserve and National Guard officers are 
not restricted by the '64-year-old statute. 
-This discrimination is .reserved solely for 
Regulars with at least 20 years' service. 

Exemptions to the Dual Employment Act, 
1f listed together, might fill a good sized 
telephone book. They apply to: elected of
Jlcials of th-e Federal Government; officials 
.appointed by the President with the advice 
e.nd consent of the Senate. certain types of 
tempora-ry employment; and .a multitude of 
.other positions exempted by the Congress, 
£Ourts~ and Comptroller General. 

THE SECOND BIG HURDLE 
When and 1f a retired officer finds he is 

eligible for Government employment under 
the Dual Employment Act of 1894, he has 
only jumped the first hurdle. The next step 
to clear is the Dual Compensation Act ~ 47 
Stat. 406, as amended, 5 U. S. C. (Supp. IV) 
59a. (1955)). which dates to the 1932 de
pression. 

This act basically provides that when the 
combined retired pay and pay from a civllian 
Government job exceeds ·.$10.000, the officer 
affected must forfeit any portion of his re
tired pay which brings him over the limit. 
I! the civilian job pays $10,000, he .forfeits 
all his retired pay for tne period concerned. 
If it is less. he may receive only the differ
ence between his ci vllian salary and the 
'$10,000 limit. 

The Dual Compensation Act does not ap
ply to retired warrant officers, retired Re
serve, or retired National Guard officers. 

Also exempted from its provisions are: of· 
ficers retired for disability incurred eitaer 
in combat or by an instrumentality of war 
during specified periods of .hostilities; and 
ofilcers who pursue intermittent employment 
on a fee basis, when the job 1s not consid~ 
ered to be an office or position of the United 
States. 

COMPTROLLER OVERRULES COURT 
Other types of intermittent and temporary 

Government employment may fall under the 
prohibitions of this act and could result in 
a prorated forfeiture -of the officer's retired 
pay during the period of his employment. 

Disability retired officers who are not cov
ered in the initial exemptions of the Dual 
Compensation Act, have been able to get 
around it by waiving their retired pay in 
favor of receiving Veterans' Administration 
compensation. By doing this they avoid an 
salary restrictions. 

A wider area of Government employmllnt 
would be open to retired officers if the 
Comptroller General followed United States 
Court of Claims and Supreme Court deci
sions defining an "officer of the United 
States." These decisions would allow an re
tired officers to work !or corporations 
wholly owned by the United States, such as 
the Tennessee V-alley Authority. 

The Comptroller has been adamant. He 
says that retired Regular officers cannot 
work for these corporations. The military 
departments have abided by the · Comp
troller's decision. 

ANOTHER WAY OUT? 

From the foregoing it appears that there
tired officers' problem of post-service em
ployment might easily be solved by com
pletely forgetting about Government em
ployment and seeking a position in private 
industry. This is far from true. 

Rising from the dark crevasses of the 
United states Code come the .confiict-of
interest statutes, which follow him wher
ever he may go. These statutes should be 
etched upon the mind of every retired 
-officer, for they apply even to the most un
likely situations. 

As a starter, all retired Regular officer.s are 
:Prohibited for 2 years after retirement from 
selling, contracting to sell, or negotiating to 
sell "any supplies or war materials" to any 
of the services, the Defense Department, 
Coast Guard, or Coast and Geodetic Survey. 
The penalty for violating this law (67 Stat. 
437, 5 U. s. c. (Supp. IV) 59c {1953)) is loss 
of retired pay. 

Navy authorities consider supplies and 
war materials to include any conceivable 
item, including "pocket combs and soft 
drinks:' An "important exception" is made 
by the Navy In the case of professional 
'Services, "such as plans, specifications, de
signs, or drawings," which it does not con
·sider to be 'SUpplies or war materials within 
the meaning of the above statute. 

This presents the interesting possibility 
o! one Tetired Navy officer being deprived of 
bis pay for selling a comb to the Air Force, 
while another may continue to receive tun 
pay -and benefits when contracting for re
search contracts, plans, speciftcations, de
'Signs, drawings, or any other professional 
services. 

Air Force officials interpret the above 
'Statute more strictly. They say they could 
not follow the Navy interpretation. If an 
Air Force officer were selling drawings to the 
Navy within 2 years after retirement, they 
said, hls retired pay would be stopped 1m
mediately. In some cases, tbey said, they 
would -ask for a Comptr-oller General ruling 
on the subject. 

Army authorities report they are stlll 
researching the point of what constitutes 
"supplies and materials" within the mean
ing of the conflict-of-interest restriction. 

THE ROAD TO JAIL 
Added restrictions on retired officers' ac

tivities are imposed by the criminal conflict
of-interest laws, especially the one contained 
1n title 18, United States Oode, section 281 
{1949) .• 

This .statute provides a $10.000 :fine or up 
to 2 years 1n jail 1! an officer represents 
anyone~ including .himself, in the sale . of 

anything to the Government through the 
department in whlch he holds retired status. 

The effect of this restriction is disputed 
among service legal authorities. , 

Specific quarrel with this provision ts 
taken by the Navy in its Reference Guide 
to Employment Activities of Retired Naval 
Personnel. Here th-e Navy Judge Advocate 
notes that of all the major laws restricting 
the employment activities of retired officers, 
"these criminal statutes are the most am
biguous and it is often extremely difficult 
to predict with any degree of certainty 
whether proposed activities wlll violate 
these provisions." 

The Navy says, in effect, it does not know 
what the statutes mean. Retired Navy offi
cers may not learn wbat the sta.tute means 
until they find themselves in trouble-pos
sibly even in newly issued, striped uniforms. 

Similar criminal statutes apply to oillcers 
who, within 2 years after retirement, act as 
agents or attorneys or who assist in prose
cuting claims against the United States, 
especially when they concern subject mat
ter with which the officer was directly con
nected while on active duty (18 U. S. C. 
283 { 1949) ) . These provisions seem to hit 
especially hard at JAG officers. 

NO ACTION IN CONGRESS 
With regard to dual employment and dual 

-compensation revisions, little action is ex
pected in this session of Congress • . A num
ber of bllls ·have been introduced and re
ferred to committees, but have been given 
no further consideration. 

Prospects for revision of Federal conflict
of-interest policies are better as a result of a 
recently issued .special staff report on the 
·subject to the House Judiciary Committee. 

The judiciary report emphasizes that "ex
isting conflict-of-interest law comprises over
lapping, inconsistent, and incomplete pro• 
visions, which not only differ among them
selves with respect to the classes of persons 
covere<t but .are also subject to numerous 
general and special exemptions. These 
exemptions in turn often contain their own 
.lftnitations on exempted conduct. 

"'Despite the importance of the subject 
which today affects milli-ons of Americans 
directly," the report continues, "there has 
been little judicial Interpretation on the 
·oonfUct-of-inter.est statutes, and almost no 
such interpretation of the exemptions and 
thelr scope. 

"All this," the report -concludes, "''makes 
existing laws extremely difficult to construe/' 

No legislation has yet been introduced to 
implement the Teport's recommendations for 
a sweeping revision of the conflict-of-interest 
area. 

UNCORRECTED -INJUSTICE IN THE 
MILITARY PAY BILL 

The SPEAKER. Under previous or
der of the House, the gentlewoman from 
Massachusetts {Mrs. RoGERS] is recog .. 
nized for 10 minutes. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, yesterday the President signed 
the military pay bill. I am delighted 
this bill has become law. It was greatly 
needed to give assurance to the peo
ple of our country that our military 
forces will continue to have highly qual
ified officers and military personnel to 
conduct the operations of national de
fense. 

Although this legislation Is greatly 
needed, I regret extremely it does not 
correct the discrimination 'involved in 
the failure to permit all officers of the 
military services to credit training time 
in the computation of their longevity 



9238 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD -JIOUSE May 21 

retired pay. Some can credit this time, 
while others cannot, due to the fact they 
did not take their training at a certain 
time. Now this seems to me to be an 
inequity that should have been corrected, 
and since it was not corrected, something 
should be done about it. The situation is 
unjust and unfair. 

In regard to this inequity, I should like 
to focus the attention of the entire Con
gress upon a news article which quite 
clearly points up this injustice and is in 
accord with efforts I have made to try 
to correct this wrong. 

In the most recent issue of the Army, 
Navy, Air Force Journal, dated May .17, 
1958, there appears on page 1 a most m
teresting and enlightening article. It 
deals with an area of disparity or dis
crimination which the recently enacted 
military pay bill fails to correct. I re;.. 
quest unanimous consent that this brief 
article be printed in its entirety in the 
body of the RECORD at this point: 
TEN THOUSAND DOLLARS DISCRIMINATION 

AGAINST SERVICE ACADEMY GRADUATES CON• 
TINUES; PENTAGON PONDERS PROBLEM AFTER 
PAY DELAY 
The Pentagon, which understandably side

tracked requests for remedial longevity leg
islation in order to streamline action on the 
pay bill, now must make up its mind what 
to do-if anything-about the continued pay 
discrimination against graduates of the 
service Academies and ROTC programs. 

Thousands of Academy and ROTC officers 
today are denied longevity pay benefits avail
able to other officers. 

The denial of longevity credit to these 
officers for time spent at the Academies and 
in ROTC programs creates a disparity of an 
estimated $10,000 for each officer over a so
year career, based on the present pay scales. 

Here is the story: 
From 1884 to 1912, service Academy time 

was counted for longevity pay purposes. 
Legislation passed in 1912 stipulated, how
ever, that only active commissioned service 
could be counted. 

The equity of this action was breached in 
1942 with the passage of pay legislation au
thorizing longevity credit for active duty and 
virtually any and all inactive service in some 
16 different Reserve components-but not 
Academy or ROTC time. 

For example, officers who prepared for their 
commissions in V-12 and similar World War 
II programs receive longevity credit. So do 
those who graduate from officer candidate 
programs, or whose college time was spent 
while members of the Navy Reserve officers 
candidate program and the Marine Corps 
platoon leaders class. 

Longevity credit is given also for Air Force 
and Navy aviation cadet programs. College 
students who are members of Reserve, Na
tional Guard, Air National Guard, or Coast 
Guard Reserve units also benefit. 

A curious anomaly is that an Academy 
cadet or midshipman who fails an Academy 
course and then enlists in the armed services 
can count the Academy time for longevity. 
But he can't count the Academy service if 
he graduates. 

The Academy time is creditable for civilian 
retirement from the Government; it also 
counts for Congressional retirement. 

Interesting fact is that thousands of young 
men who enlist for only 6 months active 
duty under the Reserve Forces Act and who 
then attend college receive longevity credit 
during their educational careers, since they 
are members of the Reserve. 

Had the new pay legislation eliminated 
longevity entirely, the inequity would have 
been resolved. But longevity was not 
eliminated. 

Though modified, it remains a major factor 
in determining a military man's pay. 

Thus, it would seem likely that the Defense 
Department, having asked in 1956 for 
remedial action on the Academy-ROTC issue, 
would now be moved, with the passage of 
the pay bill, to reexamine existing discrimi
natory laws. 

The original Pentagon proposal would have 
restricted longevity credit for Academy and 
ROTC time to officers with at least 4 years 
active service, thereby assuring rewards ex
clusively for career people. 

No military officer would object to such a 
restriction. Unless the Pentagon takes the 
initiative anew to eliminate inequities in 
officer pay, it is certain there will be cause 
for dissatisfaction and the feeling that 
Academy and ROTC graduates still are re
ceiving second-class consideration when it 
comes to pay. 

This article is very closely related to 
an amendment I offered on the House 
floor on March 25, 1958 when the mili
tary pay bill, H. R. 11470, was before 
this body for consideration. The Army, 
NavY, Air Force Journal's article also is 
closely related to a letter dated April 3, 
1958, which I wrote to the chairman of 
the Armed Services Committee of the 
other body enclosing a proposed amend
ment to H. R. 11470 which I requested 
the chairman of that committee to 
cause to be considered when his com
mittee took action on the military pay 
bill of 1958, H. R. 11470. 

I ask unanimous consent that my let
ter of April 3, 1958, to the chairman of 
the Armed Services Committee of the 
other body, together with the enclosed 
proposed amendment, be printed in the 
body of the RECORD at this point. 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HoUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington, D. C., ApriL 3, 1958. 
Hon. RICHARD B. RUSSELL, 

Chairman, Senate Armed. Services 
Committee, Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

MY DEAR SENATOR RussELL: On Tuesday, 
March 25, 1958, there came to my attention 
a matter which constitutes a very clear area 
of disparity or inequity in the treatment of 
several hundred persons now on the retired 
lists of the uniformed services in regard to 
the crediting or noncrediting of certain serv
ice for purposes of computing their longevity 
retired pay; particularly is this true by 
comparison with the more-favored treat
ment long enjoyed by some hundreds of 
others likewise on the retired lists of the 
uniformed services. 

You will recognize the matter as not a 
new one. The very length of time that this 
inequitable situation has existed compounds 
and aggravates the basic unfairness in
volved. Upon having this unnecessary dis
parity recalled to your mind, you would, I 
sincerely believe and trust, desire to take the 
lead in removing it, for no just person will 
fail to support as fundamental the Ameri
can principle of equality of treatment for 
all. 

The matter that I have in mind, I wish 
to reemphasize beyond possibility of misun
derstanding, relates specifically and only to 
the retired lists. It is this: 

(a) On the retired lists of the several unt• 
formed services there is a sizeable group of 
retired career officers who very properly en
joy the privilege of crediting, for longevity 
retired pay purposes, their years of service 
as cadets or midshipmen at West Point, An
napolis, or the Coast Guard Academy at New 
London. I say "very properly" because over 
the years the courts of the land, including 
the United States Supreme Court as well, 

have -unequivocally held such service to be in 
fact full-time active military service during 
which the cadets or midshipmen were, and 
still are, 100 percent subject to military (in
cluding naval) jurisdiction, m111tary discip
line, and military law. The retired · officers 
in this group are fortunate enough to have 
graduated from their respective service 
Academies in the classes of 1916 and prior 
thereto. 

(b) On the very same retired lists of the 
uniformed services there is another body of 
less fortunate retired officers-officers dif
ferent from the first group only in the fact 
that they graduated from their respective 
service Academies in classes subsequent to 
that of 1916; no other distinction exists be
tween the two groups. But by laws enacted 
in 1912 and 1913, sparked by a misguided · 
economy drive over 45 years ago, the post-
1916 group is incomprehensibly even now 
denied credit for the same identical class of 
full-time active military service that is, and 
always has been, creditable for the preceding 
group. 

So obviously unfair and inconsistent is 
this situation that I very earnestly hope and 
urge that you may cause a simple, appro
priate, corrective amendment to be written 
into H. R. 11470, the currently pending Mili
tary Pay Adjustment Act, when your Com
mittee acts upon it. I enclose herewith a 
suggested self-justifying amendment to ac
complish the desired aim. 

The eminently fair and sensible action 
which you took on the Senate floor March 31, 
1952, in accepting an amendment to the 
Armed Forces Pay Raise Act of 1952 (H. R. 
5715, 82d Cong.), an amendment which Sen
ator HAYDEN offered in order to revive the 
right of some 300 older retired officers to have 
their Academy service count for retired pay 
purposes, strongly suggests to me that if 
Senator HAYDEN's amendment had been 
drawn in terms broad enough to encompass 
the Academy service performed by any and 
all retired officers, and thus eliminate the 
existing inequitable artificiality that grants 
it to some while denying it to others, your 
action would have been equally as fair, sensi
ble, understanding, and directly effective as 
it was with respect to the narrower Hayden 
amendment that you did accept. 

Further to emphasize the ridiculous as
pects of the situation as it now exists, per
mit me to cite the following groups of per
sons who do now enjoy, for retirement pay 
purposes, the right to credit for any service 
they may have performed at any time as 
cadets or midshipmen at our service Acade
mies: 

(1) United States Senators and United 
States Representatives. 

(2) Civil-service employees. 
(3) FBI agents after 20 years of FBI 

service. 
( 4) All enlisted men of the uniformed 

services (any service as cadets or midship
men that they may have performed at any 
time is creditable in computing both their 
active duty longevity pay and their retired 
pay as well). . 

( 5) Officers now on the retired lists who 
were appointed to West Point prior to Au
gust 25, 1912, or to Annapolis prior to March 
5, 1913; "jihat is, the classes of 1916 and prior 
classes. 

By remarkable contrast, the only persons 
who are now deprived, unfairly deprived, 
of the right to credit their cadet or mid
shipman service in computing their longevity 
retired pay are career retired officers whose 
only offense is to have been born too late to 
become members of the more favored classes 
prior to 1917. 

The Senate Armed Services Committee in 
April 1948 recognized the absurdity of this 
situation when it favorably reported, and 
the Senate passed, a bill (S. 657, 80th Cong. 
considerably broader than the amend
ment that I urge; it was a bill to credit 
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"Service as a Cadet, ¥idshipman, or Avla· 
tion Cadet for Pay Purposes" applicable 
not only to the retired list but also to the 
active list as well. The committee report 
(S. Rept. No. 1154, BOth Cong., 2d sess.) 
estimated the annual cost to the Gov
ernment of that bill, embracing both active 
and retired payrolls, to be less than $2,-
275,000.- Since tlie amendment that I urge 
applies only to the retired lists, the cost 
of my proposal will obviously be consider
ably less than that estimated for S. 657 in 
1948; therefore, I doubt if it would exceed 
$500,000 annually. · 

After passing the Senate in April 1948, 
S. 657 was favorably reported by the -House 
Armed Services Committee (H. Rept. No. 
1908, 80th Cong.) May 11, 1948; in that 
report the following significant language 
appears: 

"The proposed legislation w111 eliminate 
an unjust discrimination now in existence 
with respect to persons who served as cadets, 
midshipmen, or aviation cadets. Under ex
isting law, every other type of active or in
active military and naval service is credited 
for longevity pay purposes." 

(Then, after listing all the various types 
of service-Regular, Reserve, National 
Guard, Organized Mil1tia, Naval M111tia, 
Philippine Scouts, Phil1ppine Constabulary, 
and numbers of others--creditable for com• 
puting both active and retired pay, H. 
Rept. No. 1908 goes on to say:) 

"Thus, under existing law, cadets, mid
shipmen, and aviation cadets are the only 
group of persons in the military and naval 
service who do not now receive full longevity 
credit for all active duty. And yet, personnel 
in these capacities serve on active duty in 
every sense of the word. They are amenable 
to mil1tary or naval law, and are subject 
to all orders of their superior officers. 

"The argument that these persons receive 
free education at Government expense over
looks the fact that the training they receive 
is of a specialized nature. It prepares them 
for the profession of arms, in the interests 
of national security. This type of training 
is especially designed to fit them solely for 
military or naval careers, and not for other 
professions." 

(And in conclusion the 1948 House re· 
port states:) 

"The Departments of the Army, Navy, and 
Air Force all concur in the proposed legis
lation and the Bureau of the Budget offers 
no objection." 

Despite the strongest possible endorsement 
of S. 657 in 1948 by the Armed Services Com
mittees of both the Senate and the House, 
this bill was passed over "without prejudice" 
when it came up on call of the House Con
sent Calendar June 8, 1948; Congress 12 days 
later adjourned on June 20, 1948, without 
completing action to relieve the long-stand
ing unjust discrimination at which S. 657 
aimed. 

Now in 1958, 10 years later, the superb op
portunity presents itself to remove that dis
criminatory aspect which relates to the re
tired lists by adopting some such simple 
am.endm.ent as I earnestly urge be written 
into the pending Military Pay Adjustment 
Bill. I only regret that this entire matter 
came to my attention too late to permit 
thorough, adequate research, preparation, 
and effective action when H. R. 11470 came 
before the House on Tuesday, March 25, 
1958. 

In passing, it may be well to recall that 
throughout their entire active service ca
reers, credit for their cadet or midshipman 
service was very properly accorded in com
puting the military pay of Generals MacAr
thur, Eisenhower, Bradley, Arnold, Spaa tz, 
Kenney; Admirals Leahy, King, Nimitz, Hal· 
sey, Spruance, Denfeld, Fechteler, Radford, 
Carney, Lynde McCormick, and others too 
numerous to mention-all solely because 
they were lucky enough to have entered 

West Point or Annapolis prior to the 1912-
13 arbitrary and discriminatory cutotr dates 
over 45 years ago. 

In closing please permit me once more, in 
the interests of simple fairness and justice 
to the deserving retired career officers who 
have sustained this inequity, to urge very 
earnestly that you may undertake to offer, 
and to secure approval of, the indisputably 
fair amendment that I enclose herewith. 
Whether you employ the language of the 
proposed amendment as I have drawn it, or 
revise it completely to attain the same 
worthy end is entirely immaterial to me; I 
simply and strongly hope that the ends of 
fairness and equity sought _ may now be 
achieved while this magnificent opportunity 
presents itself. 

I am sending a carbon copy of this letter to 
Senator BRIDGES with my earnest request 
that he give his fullest, active, aggressive 
support to the end that this worthy objec
tive now belatedly may be gained. 

With very friendly regards and all best 
wishes, I am, 

Very sincerely, 
EDITH NOURSE ROGERS, 

Member of Congress. 

AN AMENDMENT TO H. R. 11470, THE MILITARY 
PAY ADJUSTMENT AcT oF 1958 

At the appropriate place insert the follow
ing: "Notwithstanding the provisions of this 
or any other act, any type or class of full
time active military or naval service that is 
creditable in computing the longevity retired 
pay of any retired members of the uniformed 
services who are entitled to receive such pay 
under this or any other act shall be credit
able in computing the longevity retired pay 
of all retired members of the uniformed 
services who are entitled to receive such pay, 
and who have performed the same type or 
class of full-time active m111tary or naval 
service; and this credit shall be applicable to 
the provisions of sections 202, 411, 412, 511, 
512, and 520 of the Career Compensation Act 
of 1949, as amended (Public Law 351, 81st 
Congress): ProVided, That nothing herein 
shall be construed as authorizing the 
longevity retired pay of any such retired 
members to exceed 75 percent of their cor
responding active duty longevity basic pay." 

And finally, to add emphasis to the 
disparity and discrimination that still 
exists even under the new military pay 
bill, under unanimous consent, I ask that 
a brief two-paragraph article appearing 
on the back page of the Army, Navy, Air 
Force Journal issue of May 17, 1958, en
titled "Comptroller Credits Reserve 
Service," to be printed in the body of 
the RECORD at this point: 

COMPTROLLER CREDITS RESERVE SERVICE 
The Comptroller General has ruled that 

service in the Auxiliary Reserve may be 
counted in computing longevity for retired 
pay purposes. 

Basing his decision (B-135426) on section 
202 of the Career Compensation Act of 1949, 
the Comptroller awarded Col. Bert B. Kuss. 
USAF, retired, the difference between retired 
pay based on 26 and 30 years' service. 

I hope that the Congress, and that 
the Department of Defense, may in the 
near future act to remove the area of 
disparity and discrimination which the 
foregoing articles from the Army Navy, 
Air Force Journal and my letter and 
amendment seek to illuminate and elimi
nate. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent tore
vise and extend my remarks and include 
an editorial from the Army, Navy, and 
Air Force Journal. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentlewoman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

PATRIOT'S DAY 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, since the colonial days in New 
England until the present, countless 
Americans from the six New England 
States left their original homes, pushed 
their way across the Adirondacks into 
the vast lands of America. Many of 
these people were among the original set
tlers of new territories which l:::.ter be
came new States in the Union. They 
helped to establish new communities all 
the way from Massachusetts Bay to the 
Golden Gate. 

Today, American citizens with a New 
England heritage may be found in almost 
eery State and community in the cour..
try. In view of this fact, plans have 
been underway for well over a year to 
encourage these people and their fam
ilies to come back to their New England 
homeland for a visit. This general invi
tation is known as Yanke homecoming. 
It is hoped many Americans will visit the 
New England States during the next sev
eral months. 

Yankee homecoming had its official 
beginning on Patriot's Day, April 19, 
1958, at the celebration in front of the 
Minute Man statue on Lexington Com
mon. Mr. Speaker, following are my re
marks which I made on this occasion: 
SPEECH OJ' HON. EDITH NOURSE ROGERS, 

MEMBER OF CONGRESS, PATRIOT'S DAY, 
APRIL 19, 1958, LEXINGTON, MASS. 
Mr. Chairman, reverend clergy, dlstin· 

guished guests, ladies and gentlemen, to 
come here again on this great day to cele
brate the birth of our country's freedom is 
tremendously inspiring. For many, perhaps 
some of you, who pass over this precious 
ground every day, its deep significance may 
be lost in the rush of busy responsibilities. 
Many times during the year I pass by Lex
ington Common and I want you to know 
that every time I do so I feel a great and 
deep sense of honor and pride in the fact 
I am an American. 

There are three inspiring monuments 
which seem to constitute great oases of in· 
spiration for the people of our Nation. 

In the constantly changing light of the 
dawn, of midday, and of evening, the Wash
ington Monument, reaching into the sky, 
makes us proud we are Americans. 

Then there is that magnificent temple on 
the Potomac wherein sits the great Lmcoln 
looking out over the Nation. When we look 

.up into the face of President Lincoln, we 
know America has a soul and that peace is 
our Nation's cornerstone. 

The third monument stands here at the 
apex of Lexington Common. Materially, it 
is not a great structure. Comparatively, it 
is small in physical size. It is inexpensive 
in cost. When we look at this monument, 
we see this small pile of stone upon which 
stands the embattled farmer in his clothes 
of the soil looking straight at the world in 
front of him. When we look at him we know 
America has courage. 

Thousands and thousands and thousands 
of Americans from all sections of this great 
country come to Washington each year to see 
that towering monument of simplicity to 
Washington that gives out truth, determina
tion, and glory. And they go to visit Presi• 
dent Lincoln, from whose great inspiring 
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face they receive strength and friendliness 
and a sense of safety and goodness. 

Just as these thousands of Americans visit 
these two great oases of inspiration in qur 
American life, I wish they would also plan 
to visit this Minute Man soldiet: standing on 
the apex of this precious ground of Lexing
ton Common. From this noble figure every
one would receive courage-courage to face 
up to the problems of today and tomorrow, 
courage to face man's world, and courage to 
do the right. I urge my fellow Americans 
wherever they may be to come to Lexington 
and experience this inspiration. 

This is the 19th of April and on this day in 
1775 the small group of farmer patriots of 
this farm community, represented by this 
noble Minute Man statue, joined together to 
stand their ground. They had made their 
decision, they nobly dared to be free. When 
they fired, the whole world heard the crack 
of their muskets. This was the day freedom 
was born. 

Every square inch of soil on this Common 
here at Lexington is very precious. It is 
something to see, to feel and to think about. 
Today as we celebrate this first battle for 
freedom, we are beginning here an invitation 
and an urging of Americans everywhere to 
come to visit, in the form of a kind of Yankee 
homecoming, a coming home to where this 
precious, oh this very precious, thing we call 
freedom, was born. Today I welcome every
one who is visiting Lexington Common. I 
hope Americans throughout the Nation will 
come home to freedom's birthplace soon and 
enjoy the thrill, the inspiration, and the glory 
of this birthplace ol freedom. 

As you stand on Lexington Common, in the 
mind's eye you will envision this group of 
young American farmers assembled with their 
muskets ready to meet the British as they 
marched ln from Boston. You can see the 
determination in their faees, you know they 
could not take one step backward. And as 
you envision them standing here, you all of 
a sudden. comprehend and know why America 
1s great. You know that as long as Amer
ica is strong, the freedom that was boni here 
will not perish from this earth. 

As the shadows of eventing strike their long 
lines across this Common, we know it will 
soon be forgotten what some of us say here 
but Americans can never forget what they did 
here. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
revise and extend my remarks and in
clude a speech I delivered. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentlewoman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

ASYLUM FOR POLITICAL REFU
GEES: THE CAREOFHSUANWEI 

The SPEAKER. Under previous order 
of the House, the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. YATES] is recognized for 45 minutes. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, there are 
many who are critical of Vice President 
NIXON's recent trip to Scuth America. 
While they do not criticize his courage or 
composure, for he showed these to a very 
high degree, they question the wisdom of 
his having gone at all to countries where 
it was certain he would run into trouble 
and where his visit would aggravate, 
rather than allay existing hostilities. 

As a good-will mission, the visit can 
only be described as a failure. It was 
foredoomed to failure because over the 
past few years the foundation for good 
will between the United S tates and the 

Latin American countries had all but 
crumbled. Our relations had deterio• 
rated to such extent that the good-neigh~ 
bor policy had become a bad-neighbor 
policy, and in the words of our colleague, 
Congressman REuss of Wisconsin, 
''Stones have been hurled at American 
officials and American installations in 
Venezuela, Lebanon, and Algeria, but I 
suggest that those stones were not 
hurled at individuals or at libraries. 
They were hw·led at an image of an 
America that to those people seems un
concerned with human rights; an Ameri
ca that seems preoccupied with military 
might; an America which lets interest in 
wheat and wool, in lead and zinc, in 
copper and oil obscure our good neigh
borliness; an America that too often is 
identified with foreign colonialism or 
with corrupt native dictators." 

To send even as august a personage as 
the Vice President of the United States, 
bringing only himself and his charming 
wife instead of a concrete policy or a 
program to establish the basis for better 
relations, was to court disaster, and 
disaster occurred. 

But regardless of whether there may 
be disagreement as to whether the trip 
should or should not have been made, 
certainly we concur completely with the 
Vice President in his assertion upon his 
return that the trip served a very useful 
purpose in bringing out the weakness 
of our foreign policy in the way in which 
our Government has been doing busi
ness with dictators. 

In a statement appearing in Sunday's 
press, the Vice President declared: 

The problem of dictatorships in Latin 
America is a ball and chain around the necks 
of the United States. 

And that-
The United States must be extremely care

ful not to appear to be trying to keep the 
dicta tors in power. 

- The article continues: 
Mr. NIXON takes the position that the 

emotional feelings against dictators is so 
powerful in Latin America that the United 
States cannot afford to give the impression 
that it is placing its arms around authori
tarian rulers. 

In this respect, the Vice President is 
quite right. A foreign policy which em
braces dictatorships is built on shifting 
sand, and any attempt to rationalize our 
'relationship with dictators because they 
profess to be z.nti-Communist should not 
cause us to lose sight of this reality. 
Anticommunism, while desirable, cannot 
of itself vitiate acts of oppression, re
pression, or tyranny which mark the 
police state nor prevent the opprobium 
which such actions bring in the minds 
and hearts of the peoples of the world. 
A foreign policy which is aimed at bene
fiting the United States and which seeks 
to engender good will for us with other 
nations of the world must sustain the 
truths upon which our Nation was 
founded. A world caught in turbulent 
"ferment remembers well and with ap
proval the dynamics surrounding the 
birth of our Nation. · Rabbi Morris Ad
ler, of Detroit, Mich., had occasion to 
recount them recently at a celebration of 
George Washington's birthday, and he 

did so most eloquently. This is what 
the Rabbi said: 

The inost important single event in our 
early history, the event which preceded our 
organizing into a Nation was a revolution. 
We began with a revolution. We began by 
rebelling against tyranny. w~ began by op
posing the inherited and entrenched privi
leges of royalty and the aristocratic class 
which it supported. We began with a fight-
a fight against oppression, and the whole 
world must know that the Revolution of 
1776 has not yet ended in 1958; that there 
is still in the American spirit. and outlook, 
a rebelliousness against all tyranny; a revolt 
against any sheik or monarch or president or 
dictator who abridges the inalienable rights 
of people; who curtails their freedom: who 
deprives them of those freedoms · and liber
ties which were meant for every hume.n 
being who draws breath. What it would 
mean to the undecided and uncommitted 
portions of the world if in their negotiations 
with us they recognized that we are not only 
a country of power, but that we are a coun
try of revolution. 

What America represents is not simply 
an army, but a system of ideas, a system of 
values. a system of convictions which will 
ultimately spell the doom of every oppressor, 
of every tyrant, of every czar, of every dic
tator anywhere. How millions of little people 
hungering for nothing more than the sun
light, freedom, and humble opportunities, 
would be heartened if they saw America not 
only as a country with millions and billions 
of dollars in trade, but as a country that is 
the eternal opponent, the everlasting adver
sary of all dictatorship, of all tyranny. 

Mr. Speaker, this is the basis for a 
good American foreign policy. Mr. Nix
ON'S statement is noteworthy, Mr. Speak
er, because it bring into focus the very 
important matter of our relationship 
with authoritarian governments. The 
Vice President declared in South America 
that all dictators were "repugnant to 
Americans." One wonders what the Vice 
President meant by that statement. Did 
he mean that all authoritarian govern
ments were repugnant to Americans? 
Did he refer only to South American dic
tators? Or was he speaking about the 
repressive methods of government with 
which dictatorships are identified? 

Mr. Speaker, what should be our rela
tionship with other authoritarian anti
Communist governments whom we rec
ognize, as for example the government 
of Chiang Kai-shek on Formosa? I 
have selected this government for con
sideration because there is in my office 
the case of Hsuau Wei, the Chinese Na
tionalist marine captain who has filed 
an application for political asylum, 
which is now pending with the Attorney 
General, and on whose behalf I have 
filed a private bill. The application for 
asylum is based upon Hsuan Wei's fears 
that he will be subjected to physical per
secution if he is returned to Formosa. for 
ha.ving made statements critical of the 
government of Chiang Kai-shek. I shall 
dis~-qss this at greater length in a few 
moments. But this case does raise the 
problem of what our Government should 
do when an authoritarian government 
seeks the return of one of its citizens who 
has had occasion to criticize the gov
ernment, and for that reason is subject 
to punishment. 

In other dealings with authoritarian 
governments, the need exists for co-
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operation in many· matters. But to my 
mind the need for such cooperation does 
not require us to accept or to condone 
totalita,rian practices or repressions of 
individual freedom which may parallel 
those of the Communist state which is 
Chiang's avowed enemy. Heretofore, 
our Government has tended to look the 
other way on such occasions, in the hope 
that Chiang's administra,tion could in 
time be persuaded to adopt more demo
cratic methods, and some progress has 
been made and is being made in this re
spect. Unfortunately there still exists 
too great a disrega,rd for the rights of the 
individual and if we continue to overlook 
these, particularly when we are called 
upon to take a position either for or 
against that government's undemocratic 
procedures, we must continue to be sub
ject to censure for ha,ving approved
tacitly, if not otherwise-the type of 
dictatorial methods which Vice President 
NIXON described as being repugnant to 
all Americans. We do no service either 
to ourselves or to Chiang's government 
if we surrender our beliefs to his. 

This is what we are called upon to do 
in the case of Hsuan Wei. Mr. Speaker, 
as the facts have been presented to me, 
Hsuan Wei is now 29 years old. He lives 
today in Evanston, Ill., has a bachelor 
of science degree from Northwestern 
University in mathematics, and is pres
ently enrolled in its graduate school of 
mathematics. He has been employed by 
Marshall ,Field & Co. for the past 3 years 
as a cash register checker. He has sup
ported himself and put himself through 
Northwestern University by his own 
efforts. 

Hsuan was born somewhere in Russia 
of a Russian mother and a Chinese 
father. He was graduated from Tientsin 
High School in 1944 and then entered 
the Chinese West Point from which he 
was later graduated as a second lieuten
ant. During his enrollment in the 
Chinese Military Academy, and there
after until he was evacuated to Formosa 
in 1950, he was engaged in combat, first 
against the Japanese and later, against 
the Chinese Communists. At the time 
of his evacuation to Formosa he was a 
first lieutenant in the Chinese Marine 
Corps. He served on Formosa from 1950 
through September 1952 as the liaison 
officer between the Chinese Marine 
Corps and the American Military · Mis
sion to Formosa. 

In September of 1952 he was sent to 
the United States for · training under 
the Military Defense Assistance Pro
gram, having a passport and visa valid 
through August 1954. During this time 
he served at Norfolk and at Quantico, 
where he engaged in friendly discussions 
with his American classmates, who asked 
him questions about Formosa. He ex
pressed himself frankly, venturing the 
opinion that the Chinese Government 
on Formosa was a police state and 
Chiang Kai-shek a dictator; that as long 
as these conditions existed, he did not 
feel that the Nationalists could return 
to the Mainland because they could not 
and would not be able to capture the 
sympathy and imagination of either the 
overseas Chinese or the American public. 

In response to other questions about 
the accusations of Dr. K. C. Wu about 
the Chinese Nationalist Government-
which were similar to Hsuan's own ob
servations-he stated that in his op~•:ion 
Dr. Wu's thesis was correct. Such frank, 
such perhaps indiscreet expressions of 
opinion brought threats on several dif
ferent occasions by Captain Liu, the 
Chinese Naval Attache in Washington 
at the Chinese Embassy, tha~ Hsuan's 
life would be a forfeit when he returned 
to Taiwan. Captain Liu told him that 
K. C. Wu was a traitor and inasmuch 
as Hsuan had criticized Chaing Kai-shek 
and the Nationalist Government, he, 
Hsuan, would be executed when he re· 
turned to Taiwan. 

Rather than return to certair.. death, 
Hsuan applied in April of 1954 for re
lief under the Refugee Relief Act of 1953. 
In May of 1954 he refused to return to 
Formosa and wrote a letter to the Min
ister of National Defense o~ the Chinese 
Nationalist Government stating that he 
could not return to Formosa until a dem
ocratic government existed on the island. 
He then went to Evanston, Ill., and con
tacted Dr. Wu who found him a place 
to live. 

Subsequently thereto, in November of 
1954, a hearing was held on his applica
tion for permanent residence under the 
Refugee Relief Act of 1953. At this hear
ing, Dr. K. C. Wu, Lt. Col. R. B. Carney, 
Jr., head of the American Marine Corps 
Mission to Formosa at the time Hsuan 
was there, and Capt. R. F. Henderson, 
another Marine who served in th:1.t Mis
sion on Formosa, testified in substance 
that in their opinion, a~ a result of 
Hsuan's political expressions, it was 
probable that he would be executed upon 
his return to Formosa. Nevertheless, the 
application was denied by the Depart· 
ment of Immigration and Naturalization. 

I was requested to file a private bill 
on his behalf, which I did. That bill is 
now pending before the Committee on 
the Judiciary. It will receive a hearing 
in the event Hsuan Wei's application for 
political asylum under section 243 (h) 
of the immigration law is rejected by 
the Attorney General. The Attorney 
General has the right to grant political 
asylum under the law, and that is why 
I am making this speech today, Mr. 
Speaker-to suggest to the Attorney 
General that the application should be 
granted. I suggest to the Attorney Gen
eral that this case offers the opportu· 
nity to carry Mr. NIXON's statements 
into reality by showing the world that 
America is still the land which grants 
refuge to a political dissenter. 

The United States has always given 
sanctuary to political refugees. Most 
recently it has granted political refuge 
to Perez Jiminez, the hated dictator of 
Venezuela, and Pedro Estrada, his brutal 
chief of police. These men were the 
prime causes of the hostility flung at 
Mr. NIXON on· his recent visit to Vene
zuela. According to last Sunday's New 
York Times: 

Washington's · explanation was that in 
granting asylum to Perez Jimenez and Pedro 
Estrada, it did no more than it had done for 
'other Venezuelan refugees in the past. · 

For such men, who have been power
ful dictators and tyrants, the Attorney 
General has granted political asylum. 
For Hsuan Wei, a political dissenter, no. 
Why? Why this double standard, Mr. 
Speaker? Why do we grant protection · 

·to the mighty who have been identified 
with everything which is repugnant to 
Americans; and why, Mr. Speaker, do 
we refuse to grant it to a humble indi· 
vidual who, in the American tradition, 
is in difficulty for exercising his right to 
speak? 

I would remind the Attorney General 
that the cornerstone of the American 
system of jurisprudence is "equal justice 
under law." 

I would remind the Attorney General, 
too, of the story told of Abraham Lin
coln, with whom petitions for pardon 
were frequently filed. These applica
tions for pardon were generally support
ed by letters of families and influential 
people, but one day, such an application 
for pardon came in to which there were 
no supporting letters attached. Lincoln 
turned to an aide and said: "What
does this soldier have no friends?" His 
aide answered: "~o, Mr. President; not 
one." Lincoln's reply was instantane
ous. "Then, by Heaven, I will be his 
friend." 

Lincoln knew that the glory of the 
democratic form of government is its 
devotion and respect for the individual. 

It is contended, however, that Hsu:t.n 
Wei is not a political refugee, that he is 
only a deserter from the Chinese armed 
forces. This argument is advanced by 
Chinese Ambassador Hollington K. Tong, 
in a letter to the Washington Post of 
January 22, 1958. Mr. Tong wrote: 

His (Hsuan's) decision not to return to 
Taiwan is motivated entirely by personal rea
sons, and there is no truth whatsoever in the 
allegation that he, when repatriated, will be . 
exposed to personal harm. As the matter 
stands, it is a case of desertion according to 
Chinese law • • • for this reason he will be 
subject to • • • imprisonment for an ap
propriate duration of-time of not more than 
3 years. 

The Ambassador's position apparently 
has been adopted by Gen. J. M. Swing. 
Commissioner of the Immigration and 
Naturalization Service, before whom 
Hsuan Wei's case for asylum has been 
pending. 

In a letter to Han. EMANUEL CELLER, 
chairman of the House Judiciary Com
mittee, on February 4, reporting on my 
bill, Commissioner J. M. Swing said: 

The beneficiary is considered to be a de· 
serter from the armed forces of the Chinese 
Nationalist Government which has requested 
his return to Formosa. His application for 
withholding deportation to Formosa under 
section 243 (h) of the Immigration and Na• 
tionality Act will be given careful considera
tion. However, if this application is denied, 
I propose to enforce the outstanding order of 
deportation. 

And then, General Swing concluded 
with this statement: "I am sure that you 
will agree that the circumstances call for 
such action." 

I protested to General Swing against 
a precipitate · action which almost 
·amounted to a prejudging of the case. 
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and I received another letter from GeJ?-
eral Swing, dated February 10, 1958, m 
which he said: 

FEBRUARY 10, 1958. 
DEAR MR. YATES: I assume that you are 

aware that Hsuan Wei, beneficiary of. your 
bill H. R. 10042, is a captain in the Natwna_l· 
1st Chinese Marine Corps and came here 1n 
1952 solely for training under the joint· 
defense program of this country and the 
Republic of China, which was financed 
mainly with United States funds. Of the 
more than 2,400 Formosan military personnel 
who received such training, only 6 have not 
returned pursuant to military orders. Cap
tain Hsuan is 1 of these 6. 

Hsuan has asked that his deportation to 
Formosa be withheld because he fears phys
ical persecution if returned there. Although 
the indications are that he will be ~rose· 
cuted rather than persecuted, he Wlll be 
afforded every opportunity ~o s'!b~i! evi· 
dence bearing on this questwn. 

This alien has been permitted to rem?'in 
here since the completion of his trainmg 
in 1954 while seeking judicial and legisla
·tive relief from deportation-to no avail 
thus far. Inasmuch as the Chinese Nation
alist Government has now requested his 
return further unnecessary delay would 
seem to involve questions of international 
relations. -

Mr. Speaker, I call attention to ~en· 
eral Swing's last sentence. The Chmese 
Nationalist Government wants Hsuan 
Wei returned. The Commissioner ap. 
parently finds, therefore, th~t he has no 
alternative except to send him ba.ck: In 
taking this position the Commissioner 
disregards completely- the purpose of 
section 243 (h) of the immigration law 
which requires him to determine whether 
the applicant-Hsuan Wei in this case-:
will be persecuted upon his return to his 
homeland. Any refugee in this country 
who applies for sanctuary because . he 
would be subject to physical persecutw.n 
from any country activates that provi
sion of the law and requires the Com
missioner as the Attorney General's 
fact-findii:J.g agent, to decide whether the 
possibility of physical persecution actu
.ally exists. If the threat of such perse
cution does exist, he must decide whether 
the applicant may stay in our country. 

Mr. Speaker, the Commissioner of Im
migration is a general himself. There
fore, he may be impressed by the fact 
that Hsuan is a military person, to whom 
he would concede no right to asylum be
cause no reason exists in the military 
not to obey the order of superior author
ity. Failure or refusal to obey .such an 
order-in this case to return to his home
land-may be classified as desertion. 
There is no doubt that this is the usual 
rule, but it can no longer be regarded as 
absolute when we recall the statements 
made by two of our top-notch military 
leaders in 1953 on the occasion of our 
refusing . to repatriate soldiers of the 
Communist North Korean Army. It was 
then that Mr. Eisenhower himself estab
lished the right of political asylum for 
military personnel when he declared on 
May 7,1953: 

People who have become our prisoners 
cannot by any manner or means be denied 
the rights on which this country was 
founded-the right of political asylum 
against a persecution they fear. To force 
these people to go back to a life of terror 
and persecution is something that would 
:violate every moral standard by which 

America lives. It would be unacceptable, 
and it cannot be done. 

It was then, too, that Gen. Mark Clark, 
one of our negotiators, also made our 
position clear when he said: 

Thus, the United Nations Command has 
·given the only answer it can give. It stands 
·on the principle that no human being shall 
be sent into the control of a regime he fears 
and detests. 

Moreover the Commissioner has over
looked the fact that Hsuan Wei was not 
a deserter when he committed the offense 
which provoked the threats that he 
would be executed. He was still a ma
rine officer when his statements resulted 
in the threat by Captain Liu, of the Em
bassy, that he would be shot upon his 
return to Formosa. He was not a de
serter at that time. The death penalty 
was suggested, not for desertion but be-

. cause he had uttered what the Chinese 
naval attache considered seditious and 
treasonable utterances. Having thus 
been promised death upon his return 
for having spoken his mind, Hsuan Wei 
·decided not to return. It was only then 
that he became a deserter, only when 
desertion became the alternative to 
death. Perhaps Ambassador Tong is 
correct in stating that Chinese National
ist law does provide for imprisonment 
up to 3 years for desertion, but the state
·ment is not relevant. What is the pun
ishment for utterances considered t<? be 
seditious or treasonable? It should be 
noted that the Ambassador makes no 
reference to Hsuan Wei's statements as 
constituting sedition or treason, nor to 
the punishment which might be appli
cable thereto. 

Mr. Speaker, although it is appropri
ate to discuss the provisions of National
ist China law which might be applicable 
to Hsuan's offense, I suggest that there 
have been instances of extra legal pun
ishment having bee;n accorded by the 
Nationalist Chinese Government to citi
zens who have had occasion to disagree 
with it. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, it is asserte~ 
that if Hsuan Wei is not returned to his 
Government for punishment it will place 
all exchange programs with all countries 
in jeopardy. It is said that the President 
is opposed to permitting those who have 
come to this country to receive educa
tional or military training, to remain 
here. because it would violate the agree
ments under which they came. The pur
pose of the programs is to permit those 
selected to come to this country not only 
to improve their education or to learn 
how to use modern weapons, but to bring 
back to their homelands the spirit of de
mocracy with which they come into con
tact during their visit to the United 
States. In this way, the benefits of de
mocracy would be spread through every 
nation of the world. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a very good argu
ment for most cases, but it is not appli
cable in the case of Hsuan Wei. He 
comes from a nation which uses authori
tarian methods. Such nations should 
realize that when they send their bright 
young people to the United States where 
they are given the opportunity to wit
ness in action, the principles of individ
ual freedom and human dignity which 

are the tenets of our · democracy, they 
will be unhappy with the prospect of be
coming subject once again to regimenta
tion. Freedom to think and to speak 
freely are dangerous ·morsels with which 
to tempt those who have known previous
ly only a totalitarian form of govern
ment. 

The concepts of freedom and democ
racy that are learned and absorbed in 
this country cannot be forgotten easily. 

I appreciate the problem which Hsuan 
Wei's defection may cause in our rela
tions with Nationalist China. But we 
have our own ideals to sustain. I suggest 
that Hsuan Wei did not desert his coun
try. He has stated that he will return 
to his homeland when more democratic 
practices are adopted. It is an unfor
tunate fact that systems of government 
like Chiang's can only lose their idealistic 
young people until major reforms are 
placed in effect. . The Chinese Na
tionalist Government knows this well, 
for in the April 1957 edition of the Free 
China Review, which is published in 
Taipei, Taiwan, China, ther·1 is an edito
rial entitled "Returned Students Do Not 
Return.'~ This is what the editorial 
says: 

We are used to calling people who have 
'received college education in America or 
Europe returned students. This expression 
is fast becoming archaic if the present trend 
to stay away from home among the Chinese 
students abroad is to continue. Since the 
war, the United States has become the 
mecca of our outgoing students. Every year 
hundreds of our young men and women 
would go to America for higher education, 
but less than scores of those who have fin
ished their studies, if that many, would re
turn. The majority of them would find em· 
ployment in the States. Those who cannot 
find any job will knock around one campus 
after another till they get a handful of 
academic degrees. 

The editorial concludes with this state
ment: 

Educ&tion in the United States must no 
longer be a one-way traffic for our young 
men and young women. 

It is interesting, too, Mr. Speaker, that 
on page 6 of the same publication there 
is published a Chinese proverb which 
reads: 

No tragedy is greater than death of the 
heart; death of the body is second to it. 

Mr. Speaker, I suggest that the At
torney General consider what possible 
value would be served if Hsuan Wei were 
to be returned now to Formosa to be 
punished. What would happen to him? 

First, he might be executed, as he 
contends which is certainly not desired 
by this ~ountry and would be against 
our wishes. 

Second, he might be imprisoned for 
many years, which is certainly not de
sired by our country, or 

Third, he might be imprisoned for a 
term up to 3 years, as was suggested 
by the Chinese Nationalist Ambassador, 
as punishment for desertion. 

Presuming that Hsuan's punishment 
is as indicated by the Chinese Ambassa
dor, and that nothing unusual happ.ened 
to him during his period of imprison
ment, what would be his position when 
he was released? What message of de
mocracy could he carry to the people of 
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his country? · Even if he wanted to, can 
it be assumed by the remotest :Stretch of 
our imagination that he would be per
mitted to do so? The individual rights 
which he experienced in America-free
dom of thought and freedom of speech 
and the right to dissent-could he exer
cise these in Formosa or urge that they 
be adopted? Would not these be con
sidered dangerous doctrine, seditious, 
and treasonable material, in fact, under 
current regimentation? And would he 
not be put away again as a troublemaker? 

Mr. Speaker, let us ask ourselves this 
simple question. In which society, in 
that of the .Nationalist Chinese under 
present conditions or in our own, will 
Hsuan Wei be able to make a better con
tribution to his fellow citizens and to 
himself? 

Mr. Speaker, the Chinese Nationalist 
Government demands the return of 
Hsuan Wei. If we send him back, will 
it not be an offering on the altar of 
expediency? Do we not perform a more 
noble service to the cause of democracy, 
to the cause of all free people when we 
indicate that we respect those who have 
the courage to rebel against totalitarian 
principles and espouse the cause of free-
dom? . 

I would remind the Attorney General, 
Mr. Speaker, of another trial, a trial 
held in our country even before the 
Revolution, in which John Peter Zenger 
:was threatened with the loss of his lib
erties for having dared to utter what 
the the Colonial Governor deemed to 
be seditious libel, and I would quote to 
the Attorney General from the state
ment of Andrew Hamilton to the jury 
pn August 4, 1735, as follows: 

It is said, and insisted upon by Mr. At
torney, that government is a sacred thing; 
that it is to be supported and reverenced; 
it is government that protects our persons 
and estates; that prevents treasons, mur
ders, robberies, riots, and all the train of 
evils that overturn kingdoms and states 
and ruin particular persons; and if those 
in the administration, especially the su
preme magistrates, must have all their con
duct censured by private men, government 
cannot subsist. This is called a licentious
ness not to be tolerated. It is said that it 
brings the rulers of the people into con
tempt so that their authority is not re
garded, and so that in the end the laws 
cannot be put in execution. These, I say, 
and such as these, are the general topics in
sisted upon by men in power and their ad
vocates. But I wish it might be consid
ered at the same time how often it has hap
pened that. the abuse of power has been the 
primary cause of these evils, and that it 
was the injustice and oppression of these 
men which ·has commonly brought them 
into contempt with the people. The craft 
and art of such men are great and who 
that is the least acquainted with history 
or with law can be ignorant of the specious 
pretenses which have often been made use 
of by men in power to introduce arbitrary 
rule and destroy the liberties of a free 
people 

Mr. Hamilton continued: 
Men who injure and oppress the people 

under their administration provoke them to 
cry out and complain, and then make that 
very complaint the foundation for new op
pressions and prosecutions. I wish that I 
could say there were no instances of this 
kind. But, to conclude, the question before 
the court, and you, gentlemen of the jury, 
is not of small nor private concern; it is not 
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the cause of a poor printer, nor of New York 
alone, which you are now trying. No! It 
may, in its consequences, affect every free 
man that lives under a British Government 
on the main continent of America. It is 
the best cause; it is the cause of liberty; and 
1 make no doubt but your upright conduct, 
this day, will not only entitle you to the love 
and esteem of your fellow citizen, but every 
man who prefers freedom to a life of slavery 
will bless and honor you as ~en who have 
baffled the attempt of tyranny, and, by an 
impartial and uncorrupt verdict, have laid 
a noble foundation for securing to ourselves, 
our posterity, and our neighboz:s that to 
which nature and the laws of our country 
have given us a righ~the liberty of both 
eX':posing and opposing arbitrary power (in 
these parts of the world at least) by speak
ing and writing truth. 

Mr. Speaker, I suggest to the Attorney 
General that the cause of Hsuan Wei in 
1958 is not unlike the cause of John Peter 
Zenger in 1735, I suggest to the Attorney 
General that he has the power and the 
opportunity to maintain and uphold be
fore the world on behalf of the United 
States the cause of individual liberty in 
the same manner as did the jury in the 
trial of John Peter Zenger. 

Mr. FEIGf!AN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? · 

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

Mr. FEIGHAN. Does the gentleman 
not agree that it would be in the best 
l.nterest of the United States if, as soon 
as possible, we took action and expelled 
Jiminez and his entire entourage out 
of the United States? 

Mr. YATES. Certainly it would bet
ter relations with our neighbors to the 
south. · 

AT THE BOTTOM OF THE WELL 
Mr. GWINN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to address the House 
for 5 minutes and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. GWINN. Mr. Speaker, this is a 

speech, as revised, which was delivered 
at the 67th annual congress of the 
Daughters of the American Revolution 
on April 17, 1958: 

Distinguished guests, my subject was 
Have You a Pet Federal Aid Program? 
After attending two of the sessions of the 
Daughters of the American Revolution Con
gress, and on further reflection, I know that 
most people have had their pet Government 
dole. They have received some of the cor
rupt proceeds that always come from any 
Government socialized project. I have 
learned, also, that you are all heartily 
ashamed of that, and that you intend to 
reform. 

Your resolutions, so carefully prepared, 
are headed for the bottom of the well when 
they arrive in Congress on Capitol Hill. 

Nearly all the people's petitions and reso
lutions to reduce debts and taxes and stop 
Socialist measures are ignored. .It is about 
as useless for them to petition Congress in 
these matters today as it was for your an
cestors to petition Parliament and King 
George in 1775. 

WHAT SHALL WE DO? 

Now what shall we do? 
What we need to do now, my friends, is 

to imitate-to see to it that the great genius 
of organized American men and women-

especially the businessmen-gets into the 
·political battle. Their present organizations 
are the only forces in America that can pos
sibly save us from an expansion of o:ur 
present labor-Socialist government. 

Here is how labor does it: 
Mr. Meany says, "Politics is labor's big 

job.'' Top officers spring into political ac
tion. AFL-CIO is put in fighting trim. 

Here is a little book: "How to Win" elec
tions, ·the best book· published. 
· Sixty-two percent of the labor press is 
devoted not to just talk, but to political and 
legislative action. 

HOW TO WIN 

As you carry your resolutions back home 
to get some action of your own, drop by the 
CIO-AFL offices and get a copy of "How to 
Win." They sell it to their workers for 50 
cents. They will charge you $3, but it is 
worth it. 

Then go to the political leaders in your 
county and say to them that . you heard 
down in Washington that we are now desig
nating candidates for Congress. 

You'll find some young lawyer who would 
like to make the fight, but he has no money 
and no organization. If he runs he has to 
go out and get himself elected. 

So, he doesn't run. Why should he? 
He knows that he will be opposed by an 

organized political machine directed by ex· 
tremely practical professional politicians who 
work for the leaders of organized labor. He 
knows that they have at their disposal more 
than 300,000 paid workers, in addition to 
millions of men and women who are so 
misled by our custom of misnaming social· 
ism until they believe in it. He doesn't 
know how many are already working in the 
district, but he does know they are dedi• 
cated to work against him. 

The potential statesmen of tomorrow
they may be your sons-are staying out of 
politics today because they know that they 
alone cannot possibly win out against labor's 
political power. That must be your deep 
concern. 

CALL A MEETING 

Call a meeting of all the people you know 
who believe in America and in what your 
ancestors fought and ·died· for in those long
ago days. 

Get the professionals who work for local 
conservative organizations. Get the paid 
secretaries of the local chamber of commerce, 
the local employers associations, the medical 
society, the dental. society, the bar associa
tions. along with the elected officers of these 
organizations. 

This local group can start now to develop 
the mechanics of political action. 

This takes time. It takes planning. You 
will need professional help. You should be 
thinking about providing TV time, radio 
shows, getting together the money for news
paper ads, campaign literature, and direct 
mail to voters. Start holding rallies, picnics, 
coffee hours, and the other social activities 
which cement together people with a com
mon objective. Provide the candidates with 
an opportunity to find out what you want 
your Congressman to be and see if the can
didates measure up. Think about outdoor 
advertising, posters, buttons, bumper stick
ers on automobiles, match books, pencils. 
They all cost money, but they are the me
chanics of politics. 

WHAT IS THE LAW 

You may be told that these activities are 
against the law. 

The most recent court actions are that 
you, the DAR, or any other association or 
group, or corporation, can spend money 1n 
such activities for the purpose of informing 
members, customers, stockholders, suppliers, 
and so forth, of their views on public issues, 
and the effect on their affairs and of the 
election to office of candidates who share or 
oppose those views. 
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such organizations may use any mediums 

of communication known to mankind for 
this purpose. 

Do not, as a. matter of law and as a. matter 
of practical commonsense, go around en
dorsing candidates. Such endorsements, 
without more, are of utterly no value in a. 
political campaign. 

LOCAL ACTION 

Your local group must do actual work 
1n the election districts. You will need vot
ing records of incumbent legislators, Na
tional, State and city councils. You will 
need information as to political spending by 
organized groups in your last elections. You 
will need authoritative discussions of the 
issues. You ca,nnot rely solely on the news 
that comes out of Washington to give you 
the kind of information you need. Your 
local paper is more likely to give you the 
kind of information you need than the big 
city dames. Furthermore, your local news
paper wlll look upon you as a potential ad
vertiser. 

All of this material is now available from 
public sources, from official reports, here 
in Washington. Steps are being t aken now 
by several organizations to provide you with 
the kind of material which will ::-:ive you the 
substance for political action. 

Only the local people-you and you and 
you--can come up with the manpower and 
the money and the enthusiasm that will 
even begin to offset labor's political strength. 

NATIONAL ACTION 

National organizations can, and God knows 
I hope they will, provide you with .the ma
terial for you to use (as you best can de• 
cide) in selecting and electing to office the 
kind of men you want in office. 

You, the DAR, cannot do it alone. You 
must persuade, demand, cajole all of the 
conservative organizations to lay aside their 
normal competitive instincts to engage in 
an organized, planned campaign that will 
encourage inte111gent and conservative 
young people to go into public life. Many 
are now convinced that men of principles 
who believe in America and her former sys
tem of government are not wanted in pub
lic office. You must convince them other
wise. 

Time is short. Labor leaders now have at 
their beck and call probably less than 2 milz: 
lion political workers out their total of lts 
mlllion dues payers. This relatively small 
number has been organized calculatingly in 
exactly the places where it will bring about 
the most far-reaching political results. 

Your job is to offset that organized mi
nority. You can improve upon my sugges
t~ons as to how to run a political campaign. 
For a mere man to even assume superiority 
in any area. over women, with their inborn 
instinct--their motherhoOd instinct to pre
serve the race-is ridiculous. 

YOU ARE :IN THE Fl:GHT 

How can you do nothing in this fight? 
If you go home and stay inside, you will 
be doing something. You will be doing pre
cisely what Walter Reuther and those others 
whose activities bring joy to the hearts of 
world communism want and expect you 
to do. 

Bob Welch, whose reputation you all 
know, tells me that there is only one danger 
which the Communists face today and only 
one thing they fear. That is, for the Ameri
can people to be awakened sufficiently, too 
soon, to the very nature and methods and 
existence and progress of the Communist 
conspiracy itself. 

By doing nothing you and you and you 
will have become another ally of world com
munism. 

Now, before we sound another "call to 
arms" to organizations like yours, to busi
ness, and to the vast millions of loyal Ameri-

cans who are unconsciously following the 
persuasive propaganda of the labor leaders, 
what is happening in Washington: 

Instead of reducing spending and taxes, 
and ending Government powerplants and ir
rigation projects, food subsidies, Govern
ment housing, vast and unprofitable Gov
ernment lending and vast foreign aid, we 
get more and still more, . and besides some 
700 other Government projects. 

· WHY IS THIS? 

Last month, one of the most distinguished 
leading manufacturers in this · country came 
to see me as ranking Republican member on 
the Labor and Education Committee. He 
wanted five perfectly sound, greatly needed 
amendments to the Taft-Hartley Act that we 
have been trying to get since 1947. 

I told him, "Why, don't you know that 
you haven't a ghost of a chance to pass any 
such laws? We haven't the votes. • • •" 

He looked surprised. 
Another man came in and said, "We have 

been working on a tax-reform bill for years. 
We must take this incredible load of Govern
ment off the backs of the American people." 

Neither of these men seemed to know, and 
indeed very few of us know that in the last 
election we, and especially the businessmen, 
spent millions-we don't know how many 
mi111ons-to elect a President of the United 
States. 

THE AFL-CIO CONGRESS 

But the AFL-CIO political action knew 
that they could not elect Mr. Stevenson, so 
they went to work to elect a Congress, and 
did it .••• 

Now we have, after 10 years of their or
ganized political action, this situation: At 
least 175 Members in the House of Repre
sentatives today owe their seats, wholly or 
partially, to the money and the work of the 
CIO-AFL and their allies. We now have 216 
Congressmen and 45 Senators (that is, a. 
working majority) who vote most of the 
time for the legislative programs of the 
Americans for Democratic Action. This is 
the front organization for labor bosses. This 
is the descendant of the Socialist Party in 
America, and the · financial beneficiary of 
large sums from the CIO-AFL. 

Free Enterprise, care of We, the People, 
put out a little pamphlet which you can get 
that gives the votes of all the Congressmen. 
The red votes are for the ADA propositions; 
the black marks are against them. It is re
markable how completely red some of our 
States have gone by the votes of their Con
gressmen. That i-s, they vote consistently 
for labor-Socialist measures • • •. 

Walter Reuther is not going to be Presi
dent of the United States some time in the 
future as some fear. He does not need to 
be President. Labor bosses have already 
taken over, in critical areas, and are now 
dominating Congress. When the elections 
are over this !all, they will have, 1n all prob
ability, 25 to 30 more Members beholden to 
them, on the fioor of the Houses of Con
gress. They will have been financed and 
selected and then elected by CIO-AFL. They 
expect to have no opposition by you or any 
other women's organizations or any business
men's groups organized for political action. 

WHAT IT MEANS 

How does the AFL-CIO political action 
and control by a labor-Socialist government 
in America affect you, the Daughters of the 
American Revolution? 

It 1s perfectly obvious. You have passed 
certain important resolutions. • • • They 
will not receive the consideration that they 
deserve • • •. They represent the wisdom 
that resides in you, as (ielegates and officers. 
They are important and have been :tor years. 
I know of no organization whose judgment 
:r respect more than the Daughters of the 
American Revolution. • • • 

WHAT SOCIALISM IS 

We have gotten to the point that such 
things as a billion-dollar increase in Gov
ernment lending authority is no longer so
cialism in the minds of most of our people. 
You know better. Your resolutions show 
that you know better and you must, above 
all, continue to meet, to discuss, and con
tinue to tell America that our Government 
today is almost at the mercy of worldwide 
socialism. And that America, too, is Socialist 
in everything but name. 

But you are prepared to see the Congress 
of the United States drop your resolutions 
to the bottom of a well. 

You can be sure labor-dominated Con
gress will continue to press for more and 
more appropriations for public power 
projects, food subsidies, public housing, ir
rigation, credits, and loans. Additional 
burdens will be laid on every taxpayer-now 
and for generations to come. 

We must all begin to fight ln the same 
manner that the labor leaders fight to ex
tend their control over our great Nation. 

Dean Manion, an old and cherished friend 
of mine, calls my attention to a quotation 
from the Book of Proverbs: 

"Remove not the ancient landmark, which 
thy fathers have set." 

What is the landmark? What must we do 
1f we had the votes? 

We can restore the Constitution, and re
assert its provisions so that even the Su
preme Court of the United States cannot 
misinterpret it. 

We can limit the power of Congress to 
tax, as It was limited until the 16th amend
ment. 

We can take away-if the face of the Con
gress is changed-those things which the 
Federal Government is now doing which are 
immoral, unconstitutional, illegal, and out• 
rageous. 

We can once more set the free mind of 
America, the foundation, the creative, the 
atomic power of America, free America, fur
ther from the restrictions, the management 
of man over man, the compulsions, the 
propaganda, the deception, the unlimited, 
unconscionable power of government. 

Almost 6 years ago Senator Taft and 
Candidate Eisenhower signed a manifesto of 
principles. This is what it says, in part: 

"The greatest threat to liberty today is 
internal, from the constant growth of big 
government through the constantly increas
ing power and spending of the Federal Gov
ernment. • • •" 

God help us as we organize for the peace
ful revolution to restore constitutional 
government in our land. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab

sence was granted to: 
Mr. WATTS <at the request of Mr. PER

KINS), for 10 days. 
Mr. ALLEN of California, for May 22, 

1958, on account of official business. 
Mr. KEARNEY <at the request of Mr. 

ARENDS), indefinitely, on account of 
o:ffick: business. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legisla
tive program and any special orders here
tofore entered, was grant-: -~ to: 

Mr. YATES, for 45 minutes, today. 
Mrs. RoGERS of Massachusetts, for 10 

minutes, on tomorrow and Friday and 
Monday next. 
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EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
extend remarks in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD, or to revise and extend remarks, 
was granted to: 

Mr. CHIPERFIELD and to include extra
neous matter. 

Mr. MERROW and to include an address 
by the Secretary of State before the 
Atomic Power Institute in Durham, N.H., 
on May 2 sponsored by the Council of 
World Affairs notwithstanding the cost 
is estimated by the Public Printer to be 
$182.25. 

Mr. POAGE. 
Mr. CuRTIS of Missouri <at the request 

of Mr. DIXON) and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. SCHWENGEL (at the request of Mr. 
DIXON) and to include extraneous mat
ter. 

Mr. SANTANGELO in two instances and 
to include extraneous matter. 

Mr. ABBITT <at the request of Mr. 
MARSHALL) and to include extraneous 
matter. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 
Mr. BURLESON, from the Committee 

on House Administration, reported that 
that committee had examined and found 
truly enrolled bills of the House of the 
following titles, which were thereupon 
signed by the Speaker: 

H. R. 6940. An act to authorize the Secre
tary of the Interior to reimburse owners of 
lands Stcquired for developments under his 
jurisdiction for their moving expenses, and 
for other purposes; 

H. R. 7930. An act to correct certain in
equities with respect to automatic step
increase anniversary dates and longevity 
step-increases of postal field service em
ployees; 

H. R. 8547. An act to authorize the dis
posal of certain uncompleted vessels; and 

H. R. 11519. An act to authorize the use 
of naval vessels to determine the effect of 
newly developed weapons upon such vessels. 

SENATE ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 
The SPEAKER announced his signa

ture to ·enrolled bills of the Senate of the 
following titles: 

S. 728. An act to authorize the acquisition 
of certain property, in square 724 in the Dis
trict of Columbia for the purpose of exten
sion of the site of the additional ofllce build
ing for the United States Senate or for the 
purp0$e of addition to the United States 
Capitol Grounds; 

S. 847. An act to amend the act of June 
5, 1944, relating to the construction, oper
ation, and maintenance of Hungry Horse 
Dam, Mont.; 

S. 2557. An act to amend the act granting 
the consent of Congress to the negotiation 
of certain compacts by the States of Ne
braska, Wyoming, and South Dakota in order 
to extend the time for such negotiation; 

S. 2813. An act to provide for certain cred
its to the Salt River yaney Water Users' 
Association and the Salt River Prqject Agri
cultural Improvement and Power District in 
consideration of the transfer to the Govern
ment of property in Phoenix, Ariz.; 

S. 3087. An act to provide for the estab
lishment of Fo:~:t Clatsop National Memorial 
in the State of Oregon, and for other pur
poses; and 

S. 3371. An act to .amend the act of August 
25, 1916, to increase the period for which 
concessionaire leases may be granted under 
that act from 20 years to 30 years. 

BILL PRESENTED TO THE 
PRESIDENT 

Mr. BURLESON, from the Committee 
on House Administration, reported that 
that committee did on this day present 
to the President, for his approval, bills 
of the House of the fellowing titles: 

H. R. 6940. An act to authorize the Secre
tary of the Interior to reimburse owners of 
lands acquired for developments under his 
jurisdiction for their moving expenses, and 
for other purposes: 

H. R. 7930. An act to correct certain in
equities with respect to automatic step
increase anniversary dates and longevity 
step-increases of postal field service em
ployees; 

H. R. 8547. An act to authorize the dis
posal of certain uncompleted vessels; and 

H. R. 11519. An act to authorize the use 
of naval vessels to determine the effect of 
newly developed weapons upon such vessels. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. MARSHALL. Mr. Speaker, I 

move that the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accord

ingly <at 6 o'clock and 1 minute p. m.> 
the House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Thursday, May 22, 1958, at 12 o'clock 

. noon. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as 
follows: 

1936. A letter from the Manager, Develop
ment Loan Fund, rl lative to the establish
ment of a loan of not t-- exceed $10 million 
from the Development Loan Fund to the In
dustrial Development Bank (IDB) of Tur
key has been authorized, pursuant to title II 
of the Mutual Security Act of 1954, as 
amended; to the Committee on Foreign Af
fairs. 

1937. A letter from the Manager, Develop
ment Loan Fund, relative to the establish
ment of a loan of not to exceed $3,200,000 
from the Development Loan Fund to the 
Taiwan Railway A~ministration of the Gov
ernment of the Republic of China has been 
authorized, pursuant to title II of the Mu
tual Security Act of 1954, as amended; to the 
Comm1ttee on Foreign Affairs. 

1938. A letter from the Deputy Manager, 
Development Loan Fund, relative to the es
tablishment of a loan of not to exceed $75 
million from the Development Loan Fund to 
the Government of India has been author
i-zed, pursuant to title II of the Mutual Se· 
curity Act of 1954, as amended; to the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

1939. A letter from the Deputy Manager, 
Development Loan Fund, relative to the es
tablishment of a loan of not to exceed $15 
million from the Development Loan Fund to 
the Government of ,lsrael has been author
ized, pursuant to title II of the Mutual Se
curity Act of 1954, as amended; to the Com
mittee on Foreign A1fairs. 

1940. A letter from the Deputy Manager, 
Development Loan F.und, relative to the es
tablishment of . a loan of not to exceed 
$5,500,000 from the Development Loan Fund 
to the Government of Pakistan has been au-

thorlzed, pursuant to title II of the Mutual 
Security Act of 1954, as amended; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
· 1941. A letter from the Deputy Manager, 
Development Loan Fund, relative to the 
establishment of a loan of not to exceed 
$900,000 from the Development Loan Fund to 
the Government of Ceylon has been author
ized, pursuant to title II of the Mutual S3-
curity Act of 1954, as amended; to the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

1942. A letter from the Deputy Manager, 
Development Loan Fund, relative to the 
establishment of a loan of not to exceed 
$686,000 from the Development Loan Fund to 
the Land Bank of Taiwan has been author
ized, pursuant to title II of the Mutual Se
curity Act of 1954, as amended; to the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

1943. A letter from the Deputy Manager, 
Development Loan Fund, relative to the 
establishment of a loan of not to exceed 
$1,600,000 from the Development Loan Fund 
to the Government of Ceylon has been au
thorized, pursuant to title II of the Mutual 
Security Act of 1954, as amended; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

1944. A letter from the Deputy Manager, 
Development Loan Fund, relative to the 
establishment of a loan of not to exceed 
$750,000 from the Development Loan Fund 
to the Government of Ceylon has been au
thorized, pursuant to title II of the Mutual 
Security Act of 1954, as amended; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

1945. A letter from the Manager, Develop
ment Loan Fund, relative to the establish
ment of a loan of not to exceed $2,500,000 
from the Development Loan Fund to the 
Asia Cement Corp. of Taiwan has been au
thorized, pursuant to title II of the Mutual 
Security Act of 1954, as amended; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

1946. A letter from the Secretary of Com
merce, transmitting the quarterly report of 
the Maritime Administration of this Depart
ment on the activities and transactions of 
the Administration from January 1 through 
March 31, 1958, pursuant to the Merchant 
Ship Sales Act of 1946; to the Committee on 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

REPORTS 
PUBLIC 
TIONS 

OF COMMITTEES ON 
BTIXB AND RESOLU· 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports 
of committees were delivered to the 
Clerk for printing and reference to the 
proper calendar, as follows: 

Mr. O'BRIEN of New York: Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. H. R. 7564. 
A bill to provide that the Legislature of the 
Territory of Hawaii shall meet annually, 
and for other purposes; with amendment 
(Rept. No. 1756). Referred to the Commit· 
tee of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 

Mr. KIRWAN: Committee of Conference. 
H. R. 10746. A bill making appropriations 
for the Department of the Interior and re
lated agencies for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1959, and for other purposes (Rept. 
No. 1757). Ordered to be printed. 

Mr. McCORMACK: Select Committee on 
Astronautics and Space Exploration. Re
port on the national space program pursu
ant to House Resolution 496 (85th Cong.) 
(Rept. No. 1758). Referred to the Commit• 
tee o! the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon: Joint Committee 
on the Disposition of Executive Pape~s. 
House Report No. 1759. Report on the dis· 
position of certain papers of sundry execu
tive departments Ordered to be printed. 

Mr. MURRAY~ Committee of Conference. 
H. R. 5836. A bill to readjust postal rates 
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and to establish a Congressional pollcy for 
the determination of postal rates, and for 
other purposes (Rept. No. 1760). Ordered to 
be printed. 

Mr. MILLS: Committee on Ways and 
Means. H. R. 12591. A bill to extend the 
authority of the President to enter into 
trade agreements under section 350 of the 
Tariif Act of 1930, as amended, and for 
other purposes; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 1761). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the Union. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public 

bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. MILLS: 
H. R. 12591. A bill to extend the authority 

of the President to enter into trade agree
ments under section 350 of the Tariff Act of 
1930, as amended, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CURTIS of Missouri: 
H. R. 12592. A bill to authorize an increased 

program of research in forestry and forest 
products, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. DAWSON of Utah: 
H. R. 12593. A bill to authorize the Secre

tary of the Interior to convey by quitclaim 
deed to the Metropolitan Water District of 
Salt Lake City, Utah, certain land of the 
United States which is not needed for the 
purpose for which acquired; to the Commit
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. DIXON: 
H. R. 12594. A bill to enable producers to 

provide a supply of turkeys adequate to meet 
the needs of consumers, to maintain orderly 
marketing conditions, and to promote and 
expand the consumption of turkeys and 
turkey products; to the Committee on Agri
culture. 

By Mr. EVERETT: 
H. R. 12595. A bill to amend the Agricul

tural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, to 
permit the transfer of 1958 farm acreage 

. allotments for cotton in the case of natural 
disasters, and other purposes; to the Commit
tee on Agriculture. 

By Mr: FLOOD: 
H. R.12596. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to provide tax relief 
for small business; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

H. R. 12597. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to assist small busi
ness by providing for a limited rapid amorti
zation of expenditures made after December 
81, 1957, and before January 1, 1961, for 
depreciable property; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

H. R.12598. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide for rapid 
amortization of depreciable property ac
quired by small businesses; to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

H. R. 12599. A bill to amend title II of the 
Social Security Act to provide a 10 per
cent increase in all monthly insurance bene
fits payable thereunder; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. · 

By Mr. FOGARTY: 
H. R. 12600. A bill to provide pension for 

widows and children of veterans of World 
War II and of the Korean conflict on the 
same basis as pension is provided for wid· 
ows and children of veterans of World War 
I; to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mr. FRIEDEL: 
H. R. 12601. A bill to authorize each Mem• 

ber of the House of Representatives to em• 
ploy an administrative assistant; to the 
Committee on House Administration. 

By Mr. GATHINGS: 
H. R. 12602. A bill to amend the Agricul

tural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, 
to permit the transfer of 1958 farm acreage 
allotments for cotton in the case of natural 
disasters, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. HOLIFIELD: 
H. R. 12603. A bill to amend the Atomic 

Energy Act of 1954, as amended, to provide 
for the release of source material reserva
tions contained in conveyances of public and 
acquired lands, and for other purposes; to 
the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy. 

By Mr. MARSHALL: 
H. R. 12604. A bill to enable American 

farmers to conduct their own programs; to 
establish production and marketing goals at 
prices fair to consumers and profitable to 
farmers, and for o"ther purposes; to the Com
mittee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. MORRISON: 
H. R. 12605. A bill to amend the Agricul

tural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, 
to permit the transfer of 1958 farm acreage 
allotments for cotton 1n the case of natural 
disasters, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. PASSMAN: 
H. R. 12606. A bill to amend the Agricul

tural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, 
to permit the transfer of 1958 farm acreage 
allotments for cotton in the case of natural 
disasters, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. SAUND: 
H. R. 12607. A bill to amend the act of 

July 3, 1926, relating to the issuance and 
validity of passports, so as to authorize the 
Secretary of State to cooperate in the en
forcement of certain laws relating to the 
travel of certain minors outside the United 
States; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. SMITH of Mississippi: 
H. R. 12608. A bill to amend the Agricul

tural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, 
to permit the transfer of 1958 farm acreage 
allotments for cotton in the case of natural 
disasters and other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. WHITTEN: 
H. R.12609. A bill to amend the Agricul• 

tural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, 
to permit the transfer of 1958 farm acreage 
allotments for cotton in the case of natural 
disasters and other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. FISHER: 
H. R. 12610. A bill to extend for 2 years 

the authority of the President to enter into 
trade agreements under section 350 of the 
Tariff Act of 1930, as amended, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. HOFFMAN: 
H. R.12611. A bill to protect trade and 

commerce against unreasonable restraints 
by labor organizations; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. KILDAY: 
H. R. 12612. A bill to authorize the with

holding from the salaries of Government 
employees of amounts for health insurance 
premium payments; to the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. KLUCZYNSKI: 
H. R. 12613. A bill to designate the lock 

'and dam to be constructed on the Calumet 
River, Ill., as the "Thomas J. O'Brien lock 
and dam": to the Committee on Public 
Works. 

By Mr. MULTER: 
H. R. 12614. A bill to provide for a nation

ally uniform system of automobile registra
tion; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. OSMERS: 
H. R. 12615. A bill to repeal or reduce cer .. 

tain excise taxes; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means, 

By Mr. HARRIS: 
H. R. 12616. A bill to create an independ

ent Federal Aviation Agency, to provide for 
the safe and efficient use of the airspace by 
both civil and military operations, and to 
provide for the regulation and promotion of 
civil aviation in such manner as to best foster 
its development and safety; to the Commit
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. THOMSON of Wyoming: 
H. R.12617. A bill to amend sections 2 and 

3 of the act of May 19, 1947 ( ch. 80, 61 Stat. 
102), as amended, relating to the trust funds 
of the Shoshone and Arapahoe Tribes, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. SPENCE: 
H. J. Res. 614. Joint resolution to amend 

section 217 of the National Housing Act; to 
the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr.QUIE: 
H. Con. Res. 331. Concurrent resolution 

commending Shattuck School, of Faribault, 
Minn., on the occasion of its 100th anniver
sary; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BYRD: 
H. Res. 570. Resolution expressing the sense 

of the House of Representatives on improv
ing and strengthening the relationship, poli
cies, and programs between the United States 
and Latin America; to the Committee on 
Fore'lgn Affairs. 

By Mr. FRmDEL: 
H. Res. 571. Resolution adjusting the titles 

and salaries of certain positions in the office 
of the Doorkeeper of the House of Repre
sentatives; to the Committee on House 
Administration. 

By Mr. TEAGUE of Texas: 
H. Res. 572. Resolution authorizing addi

tional expenses for the Committee on Vet
erans' Affa:lrs; to the Committee on House 
Administration; 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 

bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred, as follows: 

By Mr. ASHLEY: 
H. R. 12618. A bill for the relief of Leland 

Li-Chung Chou; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. BAKER: 
H. R. 12619. A bill for the relief of Ikram 

Yusuf Dughman; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. DELANEY: 
H. R. 12620. A bill for the relief of Ameri

can Hydrotherm Corp.; to the Committee on 
· the Judic'lary. 

By Mr. HEALEY: 
H. R. 12621. A b111 for the relief of Sooren 

Alexander Skender; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mrs. KELLY of New York: 
H. R. 12622. A bill for the relief of Dr. 

Miklos Kornel Berenkey; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

_ By Mr. LIPSCOMB: 
H. R. 12623. A bill for the relief of Adela 

A. Nones; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. MACHROWICZ: 

H. R. 12624. A bilt-for the relief of Palmer
Bee Co.; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MORANO: 
H. R. 12625. A b111 for the relief of Stav

roula Stavropoulos; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. OSTERTAG: 
H. R. 12626. A bill for the relief of David 

Chu; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. SAUND: 

H. R. 12627. A b111 for the relief of Kon
stantina G. Gianibas; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 
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Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions 
ahd papers were laid on the Clerk's desk 
and referred as follows: 

635. By the SPEAKER: Petition of R. P. 
McGarity and others, Benton Harbor, Mich., 

requesting passage of liouse bills 1008, 4523, 
4677, and 5974, pertaining to the Railroad 
Retirement Act; to the Committee on Inter
state and Foreign Commerce. 

636. Also, petition of the county clerk, 
Wailuku, Maui, T. H., relative to endorsing 

the stand of the executive committee of the 
National Association of Postmasters of the 
United States, and urging the enactment of 
legislation that will prohibit and make 
illegal the distribution through the United 
States mail of all obscene literature and pic
tures; to the Committee on ' the Judiciary. 

EXT~NSIONS . OF R~MARKS 

Address by Hon. William F. Knowland 
Before American Feed Growers Asso
ciation 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. \VILLIAI\1 F. KNO\VLAND 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

Wednesday, May 21,1958 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD an address 
which I delivered at the American Feed 
Growers Association conference lunch
eon in Chicago, Ill., on May 20, 1958. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the REc
ORD, as follows: 
SPEECH OF UNITED STATES SENATOR WILLIAM 

F. KNOWLAND DELIVERED AT THE AMERICAN 
FEED GROWERS ASSOCIATION CONFERENCE 
LUNCHEON, CHICAGO, ILL., MAY 20, 1958 
This is not the year for men of little 

faith to dominate our thinking or our 
actions. 

It was only a few short months ago that 
men of little faith were prepared to accept 
the . false notion that the godless men in 
the Kremlin had an economic, a political 
and a military ascendancy over the United 
States because they had sputnik and mut
nik in the air and we had none. 

In November of last year I stated in my 
home State of California: 

"This is no time for either defeatism or 
complacency. It is no time to sell America 
short." 

In the intervening months our Nation 
has successfully put into orbit Explorer I, 
Vanguard II, and Explorer III. 

It is, of course, always dangerous to un
derestimate the opposition. It can also be 
fatal to overestimate it. 

We must not take our constitutional 
form of government or our free enterprise 
system for granted. 

Neither fall into the category of some
thing that can be locked in a safe deposit 
box and kept forever secure. Each genera
tion must be prepared to make the neces
sary sacrifices to maintain them that our 
Founding Fathers were prepared to make 
in the first instance. 

Other nations have been or now are 
larger in land area, in population and in 
natural resources. Yet they have not been 
able to give to their people the freedom and 
the standard of living Americans have 
enjoyed. 

As important as is the productive capacity 
of our Nation and its military strength, 
these are not the factors which alone could 
preserve our freedom or enable us to main
tain a Free World of free men. The inner 
strength of America has not been its great 
cities, its huge industrial plants, its ex
tended transportation systems or its variety 
of natural resources as important as these 
are. 

The factors which made America an in
spiration to the rest of the world grew out 
of our Declaration of Independence, the 
Constitution of the United States and the 
spiritual values which the founders of our 
Republic recognized and by which they were 
guided. 

We have recognized that there is a higher 
moral law to which governments are also 
accountable. We have humbly acknowl
edged the divine inspiration which has 
made and preserved us as a nation. 

America is still the authentic revolution. 
The fiame of freedom which was struck at 
Concord and Lexington still is an inspira
tion to the enslaved behind the Iron Cur
tain. 

But it is also an ageless lesson that no 
outsiders can win independence for a peo
ple. They must be willing to pay the price 
in blood and resources to gain their our 
freedom. 

We do recognize, however, that when free
dom is destroyed anywhere a bit of free
dom is destroyed everywhere. 

We have read of and been inspired by 
the action of George Washington in kneel
ing in prayer during the dark days of Val
ley Forge and of Lincoln seeking divine 
guidance during the dark days of the Civil 
Wa r. 

The pr iceless ingredient for our ·people 
has been our constitutional form of govern
ment which guarantees our religious, per
sonal, and economic freedom. 

In my judgment we do a disservice to 
the Nat ion and to ourselves when we lose 
sight of the fact that business profits, wage 
increases, and other benefits depend upon 
increases in productivity. 

Our objective always should be to increase 
and put more of our productivity within the 
reach of more of our people. It should also 
be to leave sufficient incentive and re
sources, after taxes, for the people to exer
cise their freedom of choice in the market 
place. 

Big government wlth confiscatory taxes 
can deprive them of that incentive. 

Big industry and big labor with monop
olistic power can also deprive them of that 
freedom of choice. 

No group in industry or in labor has 
the right to strangle the economic life of 
170 million Americans. 

This is too much power for responsible 
men in business or labor to want, and is 
far too much for irresponsible ones to be 
allowed to have. 

Our political freedom and blll of rights 
is closely related to our economic freedom. 
If one is destroyed the other will not long 
endure. 

In no other political or economic system 
do the people have a greater freedom of 
choice. 

The monopolistic power of business was 
checked by our antitrust statutes. That of 
the labor unions in recent years has been 
unrestrained. The power of the labor boss 
over the rank-and-file member has in many 
cases become tyrannical and unchecked. 

The tragic and sordid revelations of the 
Senate's select committee, under the chair
manship of Senator McCLELLAN, of Arkansas, 
with its uncontested evidence of widespread 

corruption, arrogance, and abuses in the op
erations of the unions investigated to date, 
have, in my judgment, not only shocked the 
working men and women who make up the 
membership of organized unions but also the 
American people throughout the Nation. 

The American worker believes in our con
stitutional guaranties for our citizens. Why 
then does he tolerate the dictatorship and 
corruption in some of his unions. 

The only reason, in my judgment, is be
cause he does not have the tools to clean 
house. 

How bad has corruption become? Let me 
quote from two well-known Americans. On 
Sunday, December 8, 1957, in New York, 
Francis Cardinal Spellman said: 

"Daily we learn the sordid details of cor
ruption and violence featured by newspaper, 
radio, and television. The close association 
of some union leaders with ltnown criminals, 
the creation of dummy locals, the rigging of 
elections, extortion, acid throwing, graft, 
and the misuse of union funds-these 
blatant violations of the trust of their fellow 
workers make all of us who are friends of 
labor feel shame and indignation. 

"But we must do more than be shocked 
or feel morally aggrevied. We must act, and, 
while there is still time, remove from power 
unscrupulous leaders and their underworld 
hirelings." 

Senator JoHN L. McCLELLAN stated the sit
uation as he found it in the following words: 

"We have had ample evidence in our hear
ings of intimidation and victimizing of rank
and-file members by hoodlum control of some 
of the unions. The hearings have also re
vealed raids and plundering of union treas
uries, violence against workers themselves, 
as well as instances of violence against man
agement. The continuation of our work will, 
we are confident, result in legislation of 
benefit to "the country and to the 17,385,000 
worl..:ing people in the United States who are 
members of unions." 

The interim report of the Select Commit
tee on Improper Activities in the Labor
Management Fleld stated: 

"As an overall finding from the testimony 
produced at our hearings, the committee 
has uncovered the shocking fact that union 
funds in excess of $10 million were either 
stolen, embezzled, or misused by union of
ficials over a period of 15 years, for their 
own financial gain or the gain of their 
friends and associates." 

I believe in and unqualifiedly support: 
1. The right every American worker to 

join a union. 
2. The right of collective bargaining. 
These rights are now and will continue to 

be protected by law. 
The right of every union member to have 

a .free voice in the administration and ac
tivities of his or her union is a vital civil 
right of the first magnitude. If the union 
does not act in the best interests of the 
membership, the individual should be able 
to express his dissent without fear of co
ercion of retaliation. 

I have introduced legislation in the Sen
ate, and support similar legislation in Cali• 
fornia, which will guarantee democratic con
trol by union members over the officers and 
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